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1 .  CALL  TO  ORDER:  1 :05  p.m. 

2.  ROLL  CALL:  Present  -  President  Marion  E.  Otsea,  Commissioner  E.  Dennis 

Normandy,  Commissioner  Robert  K.  Werbe 

Excused  -  Commissioner  Victor  G.  Makras 

3.  APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

On  motion  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  the 
Minutes  of  the  Regular  Meetings  of  April  9,  1996  and  April  23,  1996  were  approved 
(3-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

4.  COMMUNICATIONS 
No  action  was  taken. 

5.  INTRODUCTION  OF  OLD  BUSINESS  BY  COMMISSIONERS 
There  was  no  old  business  introduced  by  Commissioners. 

6.  INTRODUCTION  OF  NEW  BUSINESS  BY  COMMISSIONERS 
There  was  no  new  business  introduced  by  Commissioners. 

7.  REPORT  OF  THE  GENERAL  MANAGER 
There  was  none. 

8.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS 

Ruth  Brinker,  Fresh  Organic  Farms  Project,  requested  that  if  there  were  any  surplus 
lands  for  sale  by  the  department  that  they  be  turned  over  to  Fresh  Start  Farm.  Anson 
B.  Moran  stated  that  staff  intends  to  report  to  the  Commission  regarding 
recommendations  for  surplus  properties. 
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* 


The  agenda  was  taken  out  of  order.  The  minutes  reflect  the  order  in  which  agenda  items  were 
taken  by  the  Commission. 


21.  Designating  a  date  to  conduct  a  public  hearing  to  consider  proposals  for  rate 
adjustments  for  water  service  and  water  supplied  by  the  San  Francisco  Water 
Department. 

Motion  made  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe  to  adopt 
Item  21 ;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0098:    Designating  May  28,  1996  at  1:00  p.m.  at  1155  Market 

Street,  San  Francisco,  California  as  the  date,  time  and 
place  to  conduct  a  public  hearing  to  consider  proposals  for 
rate  adjustments  for  water  service  and  water  supplied  by. 
the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  for  its  retail  and 
wholesale  customers  and  fee  adjustments  for  various 
permits  and  services. 


22.      Authorizing  issuance  of  a  permit  to  Sandra  Lee  Sheffield. 

Robin  Eickman,  Director  of  the  San  Francisco  Film  Commission,  expressed  concerns 
about  the  length  of  time  it  took  for  the  permit  to  get  approved  and  the  permit  fee 
required.  She  stated  that  the  Film  Commission  waives  fees  for  nonprofit  organizations 
or  students  when  they  are  filming  in  the  City.  Mr.  Moran  stated  that  staff  would  inform 
the  Film  Commission  of  PUC's  permit  issuance  procedure  and  fees. 

Motion  made  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy  to  adopt 
Item  22;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0099:    Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

execute  a  permit  with  Sandra  Lee  Sheffield  to  conduct  still 
photography,  collect  materials  for  an  audio  soundtrack  and 
operate  a  six-person  film  crew  on  Water  Department  lands 
commencing  upon  execution  following  PUC  approval  and 
expiring  upon  oral  or  written  notice  from  the  City  for  a 
permit  processing  fee  of  $750.00. 
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17.      Authorizing  the  issuance  of  up  to  $145  million  of  Water  Department  bonds. 

Steven  Carmichael,  Director,  Bureau  of  Finance,  stated  that  the  approval  of  the  Third 
Supplemental  Indenture  was  necessary  due  to  the  new  Charter  going  into  effect  on 
July  1, 1996.  He  said  the  new  Charter  eliminated  the  wording  that  allows  PUC  to  issue 
debt  financing  under  the  same  indenture  agreements  upon  which  existing  PUC  bonds 
were  based.  The  indenture  would  affirm  that  language  and  allow  PUC  to  go  out  for 
debt  issues  for  the  next  fiscal  year  without  having  to  get  approval  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  and  without  amending  the  Charter.  He  said  there  would  be  no  Charter 
amendment  proposals  on  the  ballot  for  the  next  election.  The  resolution  also 
authorizes  the  issuance  of  $145  million  water  bonds;  $70  million  of  which  is  for 
refinancing  of  bonds  and  $75  million  for  repair  and  replacement  bonds  for  facilities  and 
other  items  required  by  state  and  federal  mandate. 

Motion  made  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy  to  adopt- 
Item  17;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0096:    Authorizing  the  execution  of  Third  Supplemental  Indenture, 

affirming  the  application  of  San  Francisco  Charter  Section 
6-407-1  to  outstanding  Water  Department  bonds; 
authorizing  the  issuance  of  up  to  $145  million  of  Water 
Department  bonds  for  repair  and/or  replacement  of  existing 
Water  Department  facilities,  construction  of  facilities,  and 
refunding  of  all  or  part  of  the  1991  Series  A  bonds. 


18.  Approving  the  proposed  Charter  Amendment  which  will  establish  separate  revenue 
funds  for  the  Water  Department  and  Hetch  Hetchy  for  the  deposit  of  revenues 
generated  from  the  Water  Department  and  Hetch  Hetchy,  respectively;  and  provide 
priority  schedules  for  expenditures  paid  from  these  two  funds. 

Item  1 8  was  removed  from  the  calendar. 


President  Otsea  removed  Items  numbered  10,  lO.a.,  13,  14,  16,  19  and  26  from  the  Regular 
Calendar  for  consideration  as  Consent  Calendar  items. 

Motion  made  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe  to  adopt  Items 
9.a.  10,  lO.a.,  13,  14,  16,  19  and  26;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

9.a.    Resolution  No.  96-0087:    Approving  collection  of  charges  for  damages  against  the 

San  Francisco  Water  Department  in  the  amount  of 
$4,210.34  and  the  Bureau  of  Light,  Heat  and  Power  in  the 
amount  of  $1 ,235.93  for  the  months  of  January,  February, 
and  March  1996. 
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Resolution  No.  96-0088:    Authorizing  the  Genera!  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

negotiate  a  modification  to  the  agreement  with  Martha  H. 
Lennihan  to  assist  the  City  Attorney's  Office  on  Central 
Valley  Policy  Improvement  Act  (CVPIA)  and  water  transfer 
related  matters,  extending  the  contract  to  December  31, 
1997  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $80,000. 


10.a.  Resolution  No.  96-0089:    Setting  June  18,  1996  at  1:00  p.m.  at  1155  Market  Street, 

San  Francisco,  California  as  the  date,  time  and  place  for  a 
public  hearing  to  consider  findings  of  fact  and  judgment 
relating  to  the  transfer  of  funds  from  Hetch  Hetchy  Water 
and  Power  to  the  General  Fund. 


13.     Resolution  No.  96-0092:    Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

transfer  $500,000  from  "Taxes,  Licenses,  and  Permits"  to 
"Materials  &  Supplies"  in  the  Water  Supply  and  Treatment 
Division's  operating  fund. 


14.     Resolution  No.  96-0093:    Requesting  approval  to  solicit  and  advertise  for  Request 

for  Proposals  for  EDP  professional  services  to  implement 
the  Hewlett  Packard  ChemLMS  Laboratory  Information 
Management  System  (LIMS)  and  Bar  Coding. 


16.     Resolution  No.  96-0095:    Approving  the   final   plans   and  specifications  and 

authorizing  bid  call  for  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
Contract  No.  WD-2198,  Town  of  Sunol  Water  System 
Improvements. 


19.     Resolution  No.  96-0097:    Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

transfer  $230,000  in  the  Water  Department's  Operating 
Budget  from  "Other  Current  Expenses"  to  "Services  of 
Other  Departments"  to  increase  the  funds  work  ordered  to 
the  City  Attorney's  Office  for  outside  legal  services  related 
to  arbitration  proceeding  with  the  Suburban  Purchasers. 


26,     Resolution  No.  96-0103:    Approving  the   San   Francisco  Water  Department's 

participation  in  a  regional  waterborne  disease  surveillance 
program  with  the  Western  Consortium  for  Public  Health. 
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Authorizing  the  development  of  a  managed  access  program  for  PUC's  Right  of  Way. 

Eric  Kellers,  a  resident  of  Redwood  City,  commented  that  he  was  opposed  to  closing 
the  right  of  way  on  St.  Francis  Street. 

Michael  McCracken,  representing  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Brazil,  commented  that  his  client's 
property  was  rendered  unmarketable  due  to  their  garage  encroaching  into  the  Water 
Department's  Right  of  Way.  He  requested  that  PUC  grant  an  annual  renewable 
license  to  his  client  as  a  form  of  easement  to  recognize  the  existence  of  their  garage. 
He  said  it  would  help  the  Brazils  sell  or  refinance  their  property. 

Mr.  Moran  pointed  out  that  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Brazil's  case  was  an  encroachment  permit  and 
the  item  before  the  Commission  was  intended  for  right-of-way  access.  He  suggested 
deferring  action  on  the  Brazil's  request  for  the  next  Commission  meeting  to  allow  staff 
time  to  review  the  matter  further. 

Mr.  Moran  explained  that  the  proposed  resolution  directs  staff  to  develop  a  managed 
access  program  for  the  right  of  way  and  directs  staff  to  come  back  to  the  Commission 
with  a  proposal  that  would  provide  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Larry  Knight  limited  access  to  their 
property  while  that  program  is  being  developed.  Staff  will  come  back  at  the  next 
meeting  with  a  specific  proposal  for  the  Knight's. 

Motion  made  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  to 
adopt  Item  12;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0091:    Authorizing  the  development  of  a  managed  access 

program  for  PUC's  Right  of  Way,  a  specific  plan  for  interim 
management  of  the  Quartz  Avenue  Right  of  Way  property 
in  Redwood  City,  and  the  development  of  a  fee  structure 
for  Right  of  Way  access  permits  and  short  term  permits. 


Approving  Contract  Modification  No.  1A  and  Contract  Modification  No.  2A  to  the 
contract  with  A.  Ruiz  Construction  Co.,  &  Associates,  Inc.,  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  and 
Power  Contract  HH-837. 

Motion  made  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy  to  adopt 
Item  15;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0094:    Approving  Contract  Modification  No.  1A  and  Contract 

Modification  No.  2A  to  the  contract  with  A.  Ruiz 
Construction  Co.,  &  Associates,  Inc.,  Hetch  Hetchy  Water 
and  Power  Contract  HH-837,  Moccasin  Penstock  Anchor 
Repair,  in  the  amount  of  $213,134.00  and  $100,930,91 
respectively;  approving  a  fund  transfer  of  $314,065.00  from 
"Tunnel  and  Pipeline  to  Alameda-Repairs"  Project  to 
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"Moccasin  Penstock  Anchor  Repair**  Project;  and 
requesting  the  Mayor  to  recommend  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  a  request  for  supplemental  appropriation  of 
$100,930.91  to  fund  Contract  Modification  No.  2A. 


25.     Authorizing  an  agreement  with  Carollo  Engineers/AGS,  Inc.  to  provide  professional 
engineering  services. 

Motion  made  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy  to  adopt 
Item  25;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0102:    Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

negotiate  and  execute  an  agreement  with  Carollo 
Engineers/AGS,  Inc.,  a  joint  venture,  to  provide- 
professional  engineering  services  to  identify  and  prioritize 
improvements  needed  at  the  Sunol  Valley  Water  Treatment 
Plant,  for  a  contract  amount  not  to  exceed  $150,000  for  a 
term  of  four  months. 


23,     Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to  execute  a  lease  with  Bay  Area 
Cellular  Telephone  Company. 

Motion  made  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe  to  adopt 
Item  23;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0100:    Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

execute  a  lease  with  Bay  Area  Cellular  Telephone 
Company,  for  approximately  360  square  feet  of  building 
space  as  well  as  access  to  the  site  and  common  areas  via 
an  access  roadway  on  a  portion  of  Parcel  65  of  Sunol  and 
San  Antonio  Lands  in  Alameda  County,  for  use  as 
communication  site  for  cellular  telephone  operational  uses 
for  a  term  of  ten  years  commencing  on  May  1 ,  1996  and 
terminating  April  30.  2006  at  a  rental  rate  of  $1 ,500.00  per 
month. 
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24.     Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to  execute  a  lease  with  GTE 
Mobilnet  of  California  Limited  Partnership. 

Motion  made  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe  to  adopt 
Item  24;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0101:    Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

execute  a  lease  with  GTE  Mobilnet  of  California  Limited 
Partnership,  for  approximately  360  square  feet  of  building 
space  as  well  as  access  to  the  site  and  common  areas  via 
an  access  roadway  on  a  portion  of  Parcel  65  of  Sunol  and 
San  Antonio  Lands  in  Alameda  County,  for  use  as 
communication  site  for  cellular  telephone  operational  uses- 
for  a  term  of  ten  years  commencing  on  May  1,  1996  and 
terminating  April  30,  2006  at  a  rental  rate  of  $1 ,500.00  per 
month. 


20.     Informational  item  regarding  office  space  requirements. 

Steven  Carmichael,  Director,  Bureau  of  Finance,  requested  direction  from  the 
Commission  on  how  to  proceed  with  the  office  space  requirements  of  staff  at  the  Water 
Department,  the  Bureau  of  Finance  and  the  Bureau  of  Management  Information 
Systems  (BMIS).  Staff  of  the  Water  Department  and  the  Bureau  of  Finance  are 
currently  housed  at  425  Mason  Street  and  BMIS  at  414  Mason  Street.  Mr.  Carmichael 
suggested  that  with  the  Municipal  Railway  vacating  its  offices  at  1 155  Market  Street, 
PUC  could  lease  that  space  and  move  the  staff  at  425  Mason  and  414  Mason  Streets 
into  the  vacated  space.  Mr.  Moran  said  that  this  action  would  consolidate  all  PUC  staff 
in  one  location,  reduce  office  space  costs  and  eventually  could  lead  to  the  sale  of  the 
425  Mason  Street  building.  Mr.  Carmichael  stated  that  if  we  enter  into  a  long  term 
lease  for  1155  Market  Street  we  could  obtain  tenant  improvements  as  well.  The 
Commission  expressed  approval  of  the  direction  staff  was  taking  to  move  staff  from 
Mason  Street  to  Market  Street. 

Commissioner  Werbe  directed  staff  to  confer  with  him  and  Commissioner  Makras 
before  negotiating  the  lease  with  the  landlord  of  the  building. 

No  action  was  taken  as  Item  10  was  an  informational  item  only. 
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To  consider  adopting  the  Sunol  Valley  Management  Plan. 

Staff  proposed  the  following  direction  for  managing  the  water  resources  in  the  Sunol 
Valley:  North  of  Freeway  1-680,  mine  for  gravel  extraction  as  described  in  Alternative 
E  and  restore  and  manage  the  area  as  described  in  Alternative  F,  including  landscape 
and  recreation  plans  that  provide  for  the  restoration  of  the  Sunol  Water  Temple,  its 
historic  entry,  and  public  use  of  the  temple  area  which  are  to  be  jointly  approved  by  the 
General  Manager  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  and  Alameda  County,  and  then 
restored  at  the  completion  of  mining.  South  of  Freeway  1-680,  mine  for  gravel 
extraction  and  manage  as  described  in  Alternative  F. 

Mr.  Moran  suggested  an  amendment  to  include  two  identified  alternatives  for  south  of 
the  freeway,  one  is  essentially  according  to  existing  permit  alignment  and  the  second 
presumes  modification  to  those  permits.     Ed  Stewart,  Manager,  Watershed 
Management  Division,  suggested  that  the  option  should  specify  mining  to  a  depth  of' 
200  feet  within  currently  permitted  areas. 

Robert  Frillman  requested  the  Commissioners  not  to  approve  the  modified  plan  for 
Alternatives  E  and  F.  He  said  there  are  other  alternatives  where  the  City  &  County  of 
San  Francisco  can  maximize  its  revenues  like  expanded  quarrying  south  of  the 
freeway.  The  existing  Permit  SMP  29  that  Mission  Valley  Rock  has  north  of  the 
freeway  would  allow  them  to  mine  the  aggregate  that  they  expect  to  mine  there  and 
leave  the  area  around  the  Sunol  Temple  in  its  current  state. 

Motion  made  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy  to  adopt 
Item  1 1  as  amended;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0090:    Adopting  the  following  general  direction  for  managing  the 

resources  in  the  Sunol  Valley:  North  of  Freeway  1-680, 
mine  for  gravel  extraction  as  described  in  Alternative  E  and 
restore  and  manage  the  area  as  described  in  Alternative  F, 
including  landscape  and  recreation  plans  that  provide  for 
the  restoration  of  the  Sunol  Water  Temple,  its  historic 
entry,  and  public  use  of  the  temple  area  which  are  to  be 
jointly  approved  by  the  General  Manager  of  the  Public 
Utilities  Commission  and  Alameda  County,  and  then 
restored  at  the  completion  of  mining.  South  of  Freeway  I- 
680  two  options  are  hereby  identified:  Option  1  is  to  mine 
for  gravel  extraction  and  restore  and  manage  the  area  as 
described  in  Alternative  F;  Option  2  is  to  mine  for  gravel 
extraction  within  the  currently  permitted  areas  to  a  depth  of 
200  feet  and  restore  and  manage  the  area  as  described  in 
Alternative  F;  authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  the 
Public  Utilities  Commission  to  incorporate  the  above 
modified  version  of  Alternative  F  into  the  Watershed 
Planning  Project,  consistent  with  the  original  elements  of 
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the  Preferred  Alternative  of  the  Comprehensive  Watershed 
Management  Policy  and  Plans,  and  proceed  with  the 
preparation  of  draft  watershed  management  plans  and 
environmental  review  according  to  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act. 


CLOSED  SESSION 


27.     Public  Comments  on  matters  to  be  discussed  in  Closed  Session. 
There  were  none. 


The  Public  Utilities  Commission  met  in  Closed  Session  from  2:05  p.m.  to  2:20  p.m.  at  which 
time  Commissioner  Werbe  was  excused  and  the  Commission  lost  its  quorum. 


28.     Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54956. 9(b)(c): 


Anticipated  Litigation:       As  Plaintiff  and  as  Defendant 

Regarding  500+  acres  of  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
property  on  Bernal  Avenue  in  Alameda  County. 

No  action  was  taken. 


29.     Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54956.9(a): 


Existing  Litigation:  Martin  &  Topolos  v.  SFWD,  et.al., 

Superior  Court  No.  965-597. 

Item  29  was  not  discussed. 


30.     Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54956.9(a): 


Existing  Litigation:  Chevron  v.  CCSF,  and  CCSF  v.  Standard,  et.al.  (Chevron). 

No  action  was  taken. 
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Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Governnnent  Code  Section  54956. 9(b)(c): 

Anticipated  Litigation:       As  Plaintiff 

Regarding  Terri  Rasmussen  dba  Skyline  Stables. 

Item  31  was  not  discussed. 


Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54956. 9(b)(c): 


Anticipated  Litigation:       As  Plaintiff 

Regarding  San  Joaquin  Tributaries  Association  vs.  State 
Water  Resources  Control  Board. 

Motion  made  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy  to 
authorize  signing  of  Letter  of  Intent;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0104:    Directing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

endorse  the  Letter  of  Intent  regarding  the  proposed 
program  to  implement  the  San  Joaquin  provisions  in  the 
Bay-Delta  Accord  and  participate  with  other  signatories  to 
the  Letter  of  Intent  and  other  stakeholders  to  achieve  an 
Implementation  Agreement  which  will  implement  the 
Accord  in  a  manner  which  will  provide  protection  for  the 
Delta,  meet  the  water  supply  needs  of  San  Joaquin  basin 
water  users  and  protect  San  Francisco's  water  rights. 


Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54956. 9(b)(c): 


Anticipated  Litigation:       As  Defendant 

Claimant:  Norman  Hoo/United  Auto  Repair 

Motion  made  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy  to 
approve  a  settlement  for  Item  33;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0105:    Approving  settlement  of  claim  in  the  case  of  Norman 

Hoo/United  Auto  Repair. 


Announcement  following  Closed  Session. 

The  announcement  was  postponed  until  the  next  meeting  due  to  lack  of  a  quorum. 


96-116 


35. 


Motion  regarding  whether  to  disclose  the  discussions  during  Closed  Sessi 
No  action  was  taken  due  to  lack  of  a  quorum. 


Thereupon,  the  meeting  was  adjourned:  3:40  p.m. 


Romaine  A.  Boldridge 
Secretary 


96-117 


RESOLUTION  No. 


96-0087 


RESOLVED,  That  this  Cominission  on  the  recommendation  of  the  General 
Manager  of  Public  Utilities,  PUC  Finance  Director  and  the  City 
Attorney,  hereby  approves  collection  of  charges  for  damages  for  the 
months  of  January,   February  and  March  1996  against  the  following: 

SAN  FRANCISCO  WATER  DEPARTMENT  from  miscellaneous  debtors  in  the 
amount  of  $4,210.34. 

BUREAU  OF  LIGHT,  HEAT  &  POWER  from  miscellaneous  debtors  in  the 
amount  of  $1,235.93. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  tvas  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission 
at  its  meeting  of  MAY  1   4  1996^ 


Secretary.  Public  Utilities  Commissmn 


WHEREAS,  Pursuant  to  Public  Utilities  Commission  Resolution  No.  95-0132,  the 
Commission  entered  into  an  agreement  for  the  employment  of  the  Law  Office  of  Martha  H. 
Lennihan  ('^Counsel")  to  provide  legal  services  to  the  Commission  in  conjunction  with  the  City 
Attorney's  Office;  and 

WHEREAS,  Martha  H.  Lennihan  has  been  representing  the  Commission  in  matters 
relating  to  identifying  additional  sources  of  water,  negotiating  agreements  for  the  purchase  of 
additional  water  supplies,  working  with  state,  federal  and  local  agencies  regarding  the  acquisition 
of  additional  water  supplies,  and  advising  the  Commission  on  legal  issues  pertaining  to  water 
supplies;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Commission  and  City's  Attorney's  Office  desire  to  continue  to  retain 
Counsel  to  represent  the  Commission  in  matters  regarding  the  Central  Valley  Policy  Improvement 
Act  (CVPIA)  and  water  transfer  related  matters  which  she  has  represented  the  City  well  in  the 
past;  and 

WHEREAS,  Ms.  Lennihan's  services  are  considered  an  integral  part  of  San  Francisco's 
efforts  to  augment  its  water  supply;  and 

WHEREAS,  Ms.  Lennihan's  services  and  expertise  would  include  coverage  of 
development  of  administrative  guidelines,  rules  and  regulations  implementing  the  CVPIA  and 
responding  on  water  transfer  matters  to  protect  the  City's  interests;  and 

WHEREAS,  Funding  for  this  contract  is  available  in  the  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  and  Power 
Operating  Budget;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  does  hereby  authorize  the  General  Manager  of  the 
Public  Utilities  Commission  to  enter  into  the  Modification  1  to  the  Martha  H.  Lennihan 
Agreement  for  a  contract  amount  not  to  exceed  $80,000  and  a  contract  term  to  December  31, 
1997. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 


HOI 1423 


of 


MAY     1 4 1996 


Secretary  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

96-0089 

ESOLUTION  NO.  


WHEREAS,  The  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  has  determined  that  under 
provision  of  Section  6.407  of  the  City  Charter,  the  Commission  can  make  the  affirmative  findings 
required  in  order  to  transfer  surplus  fiinds  to  the  General  Fund,  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Public  Utilities  Commission  General  Manager  will  propose  a  transfer  to 
the  General  Fund  of  $30  million;  and 

WHEREAS,  A  30  day  notice  for  a  public  hearing  on  the  findings  is  required;  now,  therefore, 

be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  June  18,  1996  is  set  as  the  date  for  a  public  hearing  on  the  findings  in  fact 
and  judgment  under  Section  6.407  of  the  City  Charter  relating  to  the  transfer  of  $30  million  to  the 
General  Fund  fiom  the  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  and  Power  1996-97  budget. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

of  MAY  1  4 1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Comnmsion 


WHEREAS,  The  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  recommended  that  Comprehensive 
Watershed  Management  Policy  and  Plans  be  prepared  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  to  provide 
a  framework  for  making  future  decisions  about  watershed  land  and  water  resources  while  protecting 
the  water  quality  values  of  the  City's  watersheds  and  reservoirs;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Public  Utilities  Commission  approved  the  preparation  of  Comprehensive 
Watershed  Management  Policy  and  Plans  by  Resolution  No.  91-0354;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Public  Utilities  Commission  identified  a  Preferred  Alternative  for  developing 
Comprehensive  Watershed  Management  Policy  and  Plans  by  Resolution  No.  95-0011;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Public  Utilities  Commission  directed  the  General  Manager  to  incorporate 
a  Resource  Management  Element  for  the  Sunol  Valley  into  the  Watershed  Management  Planning 
Project  by  Resolution  No.  95-0073;  and 

WHEREAS,  This  Commission  reviewed  the  range  of  possible  alternatives  and  has  received 
and  considered  comments  offered  by  the  public,  interest  groups,  and  public  agencies  at  a  pubUc 
hearing  held  on  March  12,  1996  and  continued  on  April  9,  1996  for  the  purpose  of  identifying  an 
alternative  for  managing  the  resources  in  Sunol  Valley;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  has  considered  all  alternatives  and  has  identified  the 
following  general  direction  for  managing  the  resources  in  the  Sunol  Valley.  North  of  Freeway  1-680, 
mine  for  gravel  extraction  as  described  in  Alternative  E  and  restore  and  manage  the  area  as  described 
in  Alternative  F,  including  landscape  and  recreation  plans  that  provide  for  the  restoration  of  the 
Sunol  Water  Temple,  its  historic  entry,  and  pubhc  use  of  the  temple  area  which  are  to  be  joindy 
approved  by  the  General  Manager  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  and  Alameda  County,  and  then 
restored  at  the  completion  of  mining.  South  of  Freeway  1-680  two  options  are  hereby  identified: 
Option  1  is  to  mine  for  gravel  extraction  and  restore  and  manage  the  area  as  described  in  Alternative 
F;  Option  2  is  to  mine  for  gravel  extraction  within  the  currently  permitted  areas  to  a  depth  of  200 
feet  and  restore  and  manage  the  area  as  described  in  Alternative  F;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  authorizes  the  General  Manager  of  the  Public 
Utilities  Commission  to  incorporate  the  above  modified  version  of  Alternative  F  into  the  Watershed 
Planning  Project,  consistent  with  the  original  elements  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  of  the 
Comprehensive  Watershed  Management  Policy  and  Plans,  and  proceed  with  the  preparation  of  draft 
watershed  management  plans  and  environmental  review  according  to  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 


of 


MAY 


1  4  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.        9  6  "  0  0  9  1 


WHEREAS,  There  is  a  need  to  perform  comprehensive  planning  relating  to  management 
of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission's  rights-of-way  (ROW);  and 

WHEREAS,  This  is  a  long-term  process  in  which  many  factors  will  need  to  be  taken  into 
account,  and  which  will  result  in  the  preparation  of  a  wide  range  policy  and  procedural 
recommendations  for  consideration  by  the  Commission;  and 

WHEREAS,  There  is  an  ongoing  operational  need  for  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  to 
manage  its  ROW  land  and  protect  its  transmission  pipelines;  and 

WHEREAS,  A  specific  issue  has  arisen  regarding  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department's 
management  of  ROW  property  in  Redwood  City,  which  has  been  partially  blocked  to 
eliminate  four-wheel  vehicular  traffic  on  an  unimproved  roadway;  now  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  endorses  implementation  of  a  managed 
access  program,  to  include  features  including  but  not  limited  to  the  following: 

1 .  No  unpermitted  vehicle  access,  except  where  associated  with  cross-over  rights 

2.  Fencing  where  determined  to  be  needed  to  mitigate  a  nuisance  to  the  Department  or 
adjacent  property-owners 

3.  Issuance  of  ROW  access  permits 

4.  Issuance  of  short-term  permits 

5.  Negotiation  of  leases  for  appropriate  purposes  (with  neighborhood  associations, 
businesses,  individuals,  or  other  organizational  groups) 

6.  Investigation  of  buy-out  of  deed  rights  of  adjacent  property-owners  where  these 
interfere  with  proper  management  of  ROW  property;  and 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at 
its  meeting  of  .  • 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

96-0091 

RESOLUTION  NO.  


RESOLVED,  That  in  the  specific  case  of  the  Quartz  Avenue  ROW  in  Redwood  City  which 
has  been  partially  blocked  to  prohibit  four-wheel  vehicle  traffic,  that  the  Public  Utilities 
Connmission  implement  the  following  program  while  a  long-term  plan  is  being  developed: 

1 .  Fully  block  ends  of  the  ROW  (fence  on  one  end  and  gate  on  the  other) 

2.  Issuance  of  ROW  access  permits  at  a  daily  rate  to  be  established  by  separate 
Commission  action,  with  no  upper  limit  to  be  set  on  the  number  of  ROW  access  permits 
to  be  issued  per  year,  until  a  long-term  program  is  adopted  by  the  Commission;  and 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  General  Manager  develop 
for  the  consideration  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  a  proposed  rate  structure  for  1) 
ROW  access  permits  and  2)  short-term  permits.  The  proposed  rate  structure  should 
reflect  the  Commission's  intent  to  receive  fair  market  value  for  use  of  the  land  and  fully 
recover  the  cost  of  issuance  of  such  permits  (including  administrative  processing  of 
permits;  review  of  engineering  issues  as  needed;  and  on-site  inspections  as  needed.) 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at 
its  meeting  of  x      MAY       1  ^  1996  ^  . 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Ccwnmission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

ESOLUTION  NO  96-0^92 


WHEREAS,  The  Water  Supply  and  Treatment  Division  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
has  expended  all  funds  currently  budgeted  for  Materials  and  Supplies  in  the  FY  1995/96 
Operating  Budget;  and 


WHEREAS,  Continued  funding  in  Object  040,  Materials  and  Supplies  is  necessary  to  allow  the 
Water  Supply  and  Treatment  Division  to  continue  routine  daily  operations;  and 


WHEREAS,  Funds  in  the  amount  of  $500,000  are  available  in  Object  052,  Taxes,  Licenses  and 
Permits  in  the  Water  Department's  Operating  Budget;  and 


WHEREAS,  San  Francisco  Water  Department  wishes  to  reallocate  said  amount  from  Object 
052  to  Object  040;  now  therefore,  be  it 


RESOLVED,  That  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  authorizes  the  Manager  of  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  to  reallocate  $500,000  from  Object  052,  Taxes,  Licenses,  and  Permits,  to  Object 
040,  Materials  and  Supplies,  in  the  Water  Supply  and  Treatment  Division's  Operating  Fund. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


96-0093 


RESOLUTION  No. 


WHEREAS,  The  Department  purchased  a  Hewlett  Pachard  ChemLMS  Laboratory 
Management  System  to  automate  laboratory  methods  management,  provide  a  secure  data 
base  and  audit  trail  of  all  changes  to  laboratory  definitions;  AND 

WHEREAS,  The  new  LIMS  and  Bar  Coding  will  achieve  implementation  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors'  Management  Audit  recommendations  that  the  Water  Quality 
Division's  laboratory  structure  its  quality  assurance  and  control  procedures  to  assure  that 
its  sampling  and  testing  procedures  are  correctly  performed  and  the  results  accurately 
reported  and  to  bar  code  sample  sites  and  quality  assurance  control  of  laboratory 
methods,  AND 

WHEREAS,  A  consultant  is  needed  develop  an  implementation  plan;  to  customize 
ChemLMS  software  to  meet  the  functional  needs  of  the  Water  Quality  Laboratory,  assist 
in  the  start  up  and  conversion  of  existing  historical  LIMS  data  to  the  HP  ChemLMS 
format  including  bar  coding  and  staff  training,  AND 

WHEREAS,  The  Water  Department  desires  to  acquire  EDP  professional  services  for 
system  design  and  training  services  to  implement  the  Water  Quality  Division's 
Laboratory  Information  Management  System  (LIMS)  and  Bar  Coding, 
now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  approve  the  solicitation  of  Request  for 
Proposals  for  EDP  professional  services  in  the  amount  of  $200,000.  Funds  are  available 
in  the  Department's  Operating  Budget  EDP  professional  services. 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission 

MAY      1  4  199B 


at  its  meeting  of. 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission  V 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

96-0094 

RESOLUTION  NO.  


WHEREAS,  The  design  for  Hetch  Hetchy  Contract  HH-837,  Moccasin  Penstock  Anchor 
Repair,  was  based  upon  record  design  drawings  which  showed  the  reinforced  concrete  foundations 
for  the  anchor  blocks  as  if  they  had  been  constructed  to  neat  hne  dimensions;  and 

WHEREAS,  As  the  anchor  blocks  were  constructed  in  1935,  and  no  one  currently  employed 
in  the  engineering,  design,  or  construction  specialties  had  knowledge  of  how  the  anchor  blocks  were 
actually  constructed  as  the  original  contract  specified  that  the  concrete  for  the  foundations  be  placed 
against  undisturbed  soil,  showed  neat  line  dimensions  for  the  foundations,  and  payment  for  the 
original  construction  was  based  upon  neat  line  calculated  quantities,  with  the  result  that  the  actual 
conditions  could  not  have  been  known  until  construction  was  underway;  and 

WHEREAS,  Upon  excavating  to  remove  the  original  concrete  foundations,  the  Contractor 
and  the  City's  construction  inspection  forces  discovered  that  the  foundations  were  much  more  massive 
than  shown  on  the  contract  drawings,  consisting  of  concrete  placed  in  excavations  that  were 
significantly  larger  than  if  the  excavations  had  been  made  to  neat  line  dimensions;  and 

WHEREAS,  As  a  result,  the  contract  quantities  under  Contract  HH-837  for  demolition  of  the 
existing  concrete  anchor  blocks,  saddles,  piers,  and  other  concrete  structures,  for  excavation  and 
backfill,  and  for  new  reinforced  concrete  work  greatly  exceeded  the  estimated  quantities  upon  which 
the  contract  was  bid  and  awarded;  and 

WHEREAS,  Funding  for  these  extra  costs  are  available  in  Project  CUH660-01,  Tunnel  and 
Pipeline  to  Alameda-  Repairs;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  quantity  adjustment  for  each  of  the  bid  quantities  multiplied  by  the  unit 
prices  bid,  which  unit  bid  prices  govern,  results  in  an  amount  of  $314,064.91  over  the  original 
contract  amount  for  the  actual  work  performed  on  Contract  HH-837  Moccasin  Penstock  Anchor 
Repair;  and 

WHEREAS,  Section  6.6  of  the  Administrative  Code  requires  supplemental  appropriation  by 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  that  portion  of  contract  costs  on  a  unit  price  contract  that  exceeds  ten 
per  cent  of  the  original  estimated  contract  amount;  now,  therefore,  be  it 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 
of   ■  ' 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  Contract  Modification  No.  lA  in  the 
debit  amount  of  $213,134.00,  and  approves  Contract  Modification  No.  2A  in  the  debit  amount  of 
$100,930.91  to  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  and  Power  Contract  No.  HH-837,  Moccasin  Penstock  Anchor 
Repair,  in  the  total  debit  amount  of  $3 14,064.9 1 ,  thereby  adjusting  the  estimated  quantities  of  work 
used  to  bid  and  award  the  contract  with  the  actual  quantities  of  work  performed;  and  be  it  further, 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  a  fund  transfer  from  Project  CUH660- 
01,  Tunnel  and  Pipeline  to  Alameda-  Repairs,  Index  Code  526601,  to  Project  CUH831-01,  Moccasin 
Penstock  Anchor  Repair,  Index  Code  52831 1,  in  the  amount  of  $314,065;  and  be  it  further, 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  requests  the  Mayor  to  recommend  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  a  supplemental  appropriation  request  in  accordance  with  Section  7.203  of  the  Charter 
to  fund  Contract  Modification  No.  2A  to  Hetch  Hetchy  Contract  HH-837,  Moccasin  Penstock 
Anchor  Repair,  in  the  amount  of  $100,930.91 . 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 


of 


MAY 


1  4 1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.  96-0095 


WHEREAS,  Under  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  No.  WD-2 1 98,  improvements 
to  the  Town  of  Sunol  Water  System  need  to  be  made  to  comply  with  the  California  Code  of 
Regulations  (CCR),  Title  22,  Section  64566;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  improvements  to  the  Town  of  Sunol  Water  System  will  consist  of 
replacmg  the  existing  two  (2)  wooden  water  tanks,  1,450-feet  of  steel  pipeline,  and  construction  of 
a  new  centrifugal  pump  system;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Department  of  City  Planning  has  determined  this  project  to  be 
categorically  exempt  from  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  and  State  Guidelines  under 
Class  2(c),  11;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  final  plans  and  specifications  and 
authorizes  bid  call  for  Water  Department  Contract  No.  WD-2 198,  Tovm  of  Sunol  Water  System 
Improvements. 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its 
meeting  of 

MAY     1  4 1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION  OF 
THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
RESOLUTION  NO.  96-0096 


RESOLUTION  AUTHORIZING  THE  ISSUANCE  FROM  TIME  TO  TIME  IN  ONE  OR 
MORE  SERIES  OF  NOT  TO  EXCEED  $145,000,000  AGGREGATE  PRINCIPAL 
AMOUNT  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  WATER  REVENUE  BONDS;  APPROVING  THE 
FORM  AND  AUTHORIZING  EXECUTION  AND  DELIVERY  OF  A  THIRD 
SUPPLEMENTAL  INDENTURE  AND  A  SUPPLEMENTAL  INDENTURE  FOR  EACH 
SERIES  OF  BONDS:  AUTHORIZING  PREPARATION  OF  AN  OFFICIAL  STATEMENT 
FOR  EACH  SERIES  OF  BONDS;  APPROVING  THE  FORMS  OF  THE  OFFICIAL 
NOTICE  OF  SALE  AND  NOTICE  OF  INTENTION  TO  SELL  FOR  EACH  SERIES  OF 
BONDS;  APPROVING  THE  FORM  OF  AN  ESCROW  AGREEMENT  FOR  EACH  SERIES 
OF  REFUNDING  BONDS;  DELEGATING  TO  THE  GENERAL  MANAGER  OF  THE 
COMMISSION  AUTHORIZATION  TO  AWARD  BID  FOR  EACH  SERIES  OF  BONDS; 
AND  POWER  TO  COMPLETE,  EXECUTE  AND  DISTRIBUTE  SAID  DOCUMENTS 
AND  AUTHORIZING  TAKING  OF  NECESSARY  ACTION. 


WHEREAS,  Sections  7.312  and  7.300  of  the  Charter  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  (the  "City")  provide  that  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  of  the  City  (the 
"Commission")  has  the  authority  to  issue  revenue  bonds  for  the  purpose  of  financing 
reconstruction  and  replacement  of  existing  water  supply,  storage  and  distribution  system 
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facilities  of  the  Commission  and  for  the  purpose  of  financing  buildings,  fixtures  or  equipment 
which  are  deemed  to  be  necessary  to  comply  with  an  order  of  a  duly  constituted  state  or 
federal  authority  having  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter  (collectively,  the  "Project")  and 
for  the  purpose  of  refunding  outstanding  revenue  bonds  when  such  issuance  results  in  lower 
total  scheduled  principal  and  interest  payments  of  the  City;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Commission,  pursuant  to  Resolution  No.  91-0087,  adopted  on 
March  12,  1991,  issued  $70,145,682  principal  amount  of  San  Francisco  Water  Revenue 
Bonds,  1991  Series  A  (the  "1991  Series  A  Bonds")  for  the  purpose  of  providing  funds  for  the 
reconstruction  and  replacement  of  existing  water  supply,  storage  and  distribution  facilities  of 
the  Commission; 

WHEREAS,  pursuant  to  Section  7.300(5)  of  the  Charter  of  the  City  and  the 
San  Francisco  Refunding  Revenue  Bond  Act,  Chapter  55  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative 
Code,  the  Commission  is  authorized  to  issue  refunding  revenue  bonds  when  such  issuance 
results  in  lower  total  scheduled  principal  and  interest  payments  of  the  City; 

WHEREAS,  interest  rates  may  be  at  a  level  low  enough  for  the  Commission 
to  reduce  total  principal  and  interest  payments  by  refunding  a  portion  of  the  1991  Series  A 
Bonds; 

WHEREAS,  the  Commission  hereby  determines  that  one  or  more  series  of 
additional  bonds  in  the  aggregate  principal  amount  of  not  to  exceed  one  hundred  forty-five 
million  dollars  ($145,000,000)  shall  be  issued  from  time  to  time  to  provide  funds  to  be  used 
(i)  in  an  aggregate  principal  amount  not  to  exceed  $75,000,000  to  finance  or  refinance  the 
Project,  and/or  (ii)  in  an  aggregate  principal  amount  not  to  exceed  $70,000,000  to  refund  the 
1991  Series  A  Bonds;  and  has  heretofore  determined  that  such  bonds,  in  not  to  exceed  such 
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aggregate  principal  amounts  should  be  issued  and  entitled  "San  Francisco  Water  Revenue 
Bonds"  (each  series  of  bonds  to  bear  such  additional  designation  as  may  be  appropriate) 
(collectively,  the  "Additional  Bonds")  pursuant  to  the  Indenture  dated  as  of  November  1, 
1987,  by  and  between  First  Trust  of  California,  National  Association  (successor  trustee  to 
Bankers  Trust  Company  of  California,  National  Association),  as  trustee  (the  "Trustee")  and 
the  Commission,  as  supplemented  by  a  First  Supplemental  Indenture,  dated  as  of  April  1, 
1991,  and  by  a  Second  Supplemental  Indenture,  dated  as  of  February  1,  1992,  and  by  a 
Third  Supplemental  Indenture  to  be  dated  as  of  June  1,  1996,  proposed  to  be  entered  into  by 
and  between  the  Trustee  and  the  Commission  (such  third  supplemental  indenture  in  the  form 
in  which  executed  pursuant  to  this  resolution  being  referred  to  herein  as  the  "Third 
Supplemental  Indenture")  and  such  other  Supplemental  Indenture  or  Indentures  proposed  to 
be  entered  into  by  and  between  the  Trustee  and  the  Commission  (such  other  Supplemental 
Indenture  or  Indentures  being  referred  to  herein,  collectively  with  the  Third  Supplemental 
Indenture,  as  the  "Supplemental  Indentures"); 

WHEREAS,  the  Commission  desires  to  receive  from  time  to  time  bids  to 
purchase  not  to  exceed  $145,000,000  aggregate  principal  amount  of  Additional  Bonds  by 
competitive  sale  and  for  such  purpose  to  authorize  the  preparation  and  the  publication  of 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Sell  Bonds  and  the  preparation  and  the  distribution  of  Official  Notices 
of  Sale  by  the  financial  advisors  to  the  Commission  (the  "Co-Financial  Advisors");  and 

WHEREAS,  there  has  been  presented  to  this  Commission  a  proposed  form  of 
Escrow  Agreement  (such  escrow  agreement,  in  the  form  in  which  executed  pursuant  to  this 
resolution,  being  referred  to  herein  as  the  "Escrow  Agreement")  providing  for  the  defeasance 
of  a  portion  of  the  1991  Series  A  Bonds; 
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WHEREAS,  it  is  now  necessary  for  the  Commission  to  authorize  the  execution 
of  and  approve  the  forms  of  the  Supplemental  Indentures,  the  Official  Notice  of  Sale,  the 
Notice  of  Intention  to  Sell,  the  Escrow  Agreement  and  to  authorize  the  issuance  and  sale  of 
the  Additional  Bonds; 

WHEREAS,  the  Commission  has  been  presented  with  the  form  of  each 
document  referred  to  in  the  preceding  clause,  relating  to  such  financing,  and  the  Commission 
has  examined  and  approved  each  document  and  desires  to  authorize  and  direct  the  execution 
of  such  documents  and  the  consummation  of  such  financing;  and 

WHEREAS,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City, 
all  acts,  conditions  and  things  required  by  the  Charter  of  the  City  and  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  State  of  California  and  the  Indenture  to  exist,  to  have  happened  and  to  have  been 
performed  precedent  to  and  in  connection  with  the  consummation  of  the  financing  authorized 
hereby  do  exist,  have  happened  and  have  been  performed  in  regular  and  due  time,  form  and 
manner  as  required  by  law  and,  subject  to  such  approval,  the  Commission  is  duly  authorized 
and  empowered,  pursuant  to  each  and  every  requirement  of  law,  to  authorize  such  financing 
and  issue  the  Additional  Bonds  and  to  authorize  the  execution  of  a  Supplemental  Indenture, 
an  Official  Notice  of  Sale,  an  Escrow  Agreement,  if  needed,  and  related  document  for  the 
purposes,  in  the  manner  and  upon  the  terms  provided; 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission 

of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  as  follows: 

Section  1.  Authorization.  The  issuance  and  sale  from  time  to  time  of  one  or 
more  additional  series  (each  a  "Series")  of  San  Francisco  Water  Revenue  Bonds  in  an 
aggregate  principal  amount  not  to  exceed  $145,000,000  ($75,000,000  of  which  is  available 
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for  financing  the  Project  and  $70,000,000  of  which  is  available  for  refunding  the  1991 
Series  A  Bonds),  is  hereby  authorized  and  approved  by  the  Commission,  subject  to  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  of  the  City  approving  the  issuance  of  these  Additional  Bonds  pursuant  to  the 
Charter.  Such  Series  shall  be  issued  for  the  purpose  of  (i)  financing  or  refinancing  the 
Project,  (ii)  paying  costs  of  issuance  incurred  in  connection  with  the  issuance,  sale  and 
delivery  of  the  Bonds,  (iii)  funding  a  reserve  fund,  and  (iv)  to  the  extent  minimum  savings 
are  achieved  pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  Section  5  hereof,  refunding  all  or  a  portion  of 
the  1991  Series  A  Bonds.  No  Series  of  Bonds  authorized  hereby  shall  be  issued  or  sold  after 
July  1,  1997  and  any  unutilized  portion  of  the  $145,000,000  aggregate  principal  amount  of 
Additional  Bonds  authorized  hereby  shall  on  such  date  be  rescinded  and  terminated. 

Each  Series  shall  be  issued  in  accordance  with  this  Resolution,  the  Indenture 
and  the  Charter  (as  in  effect  on  the  date  hereof).  This  authorization  is  for  issuance  of  the 
Additional  Bonds  under  the  procedures  authorized  by  the  Charter  as  in  effect  on  the  date 
hereof  and  to  constitute  "bond  authorizations"  within  the  meaning  of  Section  18.102  of  the 
Charter  to  take  effect  July  1,  1996. 

The  General  Manager  of  the  Commission  (the  "General  Manager")  is  hereby 
authorized  and  directed  to  determine  the  size  of  each  Series  and  purpose  thereof  and  to 
provide  for  the  sale  of  any  Series,  subject  to  the  limitations  set  forth  herein. 

This  Resolution  is  not  intended  to  place  a  limit  on  the  total  amount  of  bonds 
that  can  be  issued  by  the  Commission  pursuant  to  the  Indenture  or  the  Charter.  The 
Commission  by  subsequent  authorization  may  issue  additional  bonds  pursuant  to  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  the  Indenture  and  the  Charter. 
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Section  2.   Third  Supplemental  Indenture.   The  proposed  form  of  Third 
Supplemental  Indenture,  dated  as  of  June  1,  1996  and  entitled  "Third  Supplemental 
Indenture,"  between  the  Commission  and  the  Trustee,  submitted  to  this  Commission,  and  the 
terms  and  conditions  thereof,  are  hereby  approved.  The  Secretary  of  the  Commission  is 
directed  to  file  a  copy  of  said  form  of  Third  Supplemental  Indenture  with  the  minutes  of  this 
meeting,  and  the  President  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Commission  are  authorized  and  directed 
to  execute  said  form  of  Third  Supplemental  Indenture  with  such  additions  thereto  or  changes 
therein  which  they  may  deem  necessary  or  desirable  and  as  the  City  Attorney  may  require  or 
approve,  the  approval  of  such  additions  or  changes  to  be  conclusively  evidenced  by  the 
execution  and  delivery  of  the  Third  Supplemental  Indenture. 

Section  3.  Form  of  Supplemental  Indenture.  The  proposed  form  of 
Supplemental  Indenture  and  entitled  "Supplemental  Indenture,"  between  the  Commission  and 
the  Trustee,  submitted  to  this  Commission,  and  the  terms  and  conditions  thereof,  are  hereby 
approved.  In  connection  with  the  sale  and  issuance  of  each  Series  of  Additional  Bonds,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Conmiission  is  directed  to  file  a  copy  of  said  form  of  Supplemental 
Indenture  for  such  Series  with  the  minutes  of  this  meeting,  and  the  President  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Commission  are  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  said  form  of 
Supplemental  Indenture  with  such  additions  thereto  or  changes  therein  which  they  may  deem 
necessary  or  desirable  and  as  the  City  Attorney  may  require  or  approve,  the  approval  of  such 
additions  or  changes  to  be  conclusively  evidenced  by  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the 
Supplemental  Indenture.  The  principal  amount  (not  to  exceed  $145,000,000  in  the 
aggregate),  date,  maturity  date  or  dates  (not  to  exceed  a  weighted  average  term  of  20  years), 
interest  rate  or  rates  (not  to  exceed  eight  percent  (8%)  per  annum),  series  designation. 
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interest  payment  dates,  forms,  registration  privileges,  place  or  places  of  payment,  terms  of 
redemption  (optional  redemption  for  any  Series  shall  be  provided  at  least  ten  years  from 
issuance  at  a  premium  of  not  to  exceed  two  percent  (2%);  higher  premiums,  not  to  exceed 
(six  percent  (6%),  are  permitted  for  earlier  redemptions),  insurance  provisions  and  other 
terms  of  any  Series  shall  be  (subject  to  the  foregoing  limitations)  as  provided  in  the 
Supplemental  Indenture  for  such  Series. 

Section  4.  Disposition  of  Revenues.  Section  5.01(b)  of  the  Indenture  which 
sets  forth  the  disposition  of  Revenues  (as  defined  therein)  applicable  to  the  Commission's 
Bonds  is  hereby  confirmed  by  this  Commission  and  the  Commission  further  confirms, 
pledges  and  covenants  with  the  holders  of  the  Bonds  that  the  Revenues  shall  be  appropriated 
and  expended  in  the  order  of  priority  set  forth  in  Section  5.01(b)  of  the  Indenture, 
notwithstanding  any  amendments  to  the  City's  Charter,  including  to  Section  6.407-1  thereof. 

Section  5.  Official  Statement.  The  Official  Statement,  to  be  dated  its  date  of 
execution,  describing  the  particular  Series  and  related  matters,  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
prepared  by  the  General  Manager,  with  the  assistance  of  the  Co-Financial  Advisors  and  the 
City  Attorney.  The  General  Manager  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  and 
deliver  a  final  Official  Statement;  provided  that  prior  to  such  execution  and  delivery,  the 
form  thereof  for  each  Series  is  approved  by  the  Commission. 

Section  6.  Form  of  Official  Notice  of  Sale.  The  proposed  form  of  Official 
Notice  of  Sale  inviting  bids  for  each  Series,  submitted  to  this  Commission  is  hereby 
approved,  with  such  additions,  changes  and  corrections  thereto  as  the  General  Manager  shall 
require  or  approve.  Sealed  proposals  shall  be  received  on  such  date  or  dates  as  shall  be 
selected  by  the  General  Manager  for  the  purchase  of  the  Bonds  of  each  Series,  the  interest 
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rate  or  rates  to  be  designated  in  the  bid,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  said 
Official  Notice  of  Sale. 

The  General  Manager  is  hereby  authorized  to  award  each  Series  to  the  highest 
bidder,  so  long  as  such  bid  shall  provide  a  true  interest  cost  to  the  Commission  of  not  to  exceed 
eight  percent  (8%)  per  annum,  and  the  price  to  be  paid  to  the  Commission  for  such  Series  shall 
not  be  less  than  the  par  value  thereof,  less  a  discount  of  not  to  exceed  two  percent  (2%),  provided 
that  such  terms  produce,  with  respect  to  the  refunding  portion  of  the  Series,  a  lower  total  of 
scheduled  principal  and  interest  payments  of  the  Commission,  upon  the  application  of  such 
portion  of  the  proceeds  of  the  Series  to  the  defeasance  of  a  portion  of  the  1991  Series  A  Bonds, 
and  produces  net  present  value  savings  at  a  level  that  is  acceptable  to  the  General  Manager  and 
that  is  at  least  three  percent  (3%)  of  the  principal  amount  of  the  1991  Series  A  Bonds  being 
refunded.  If  such  true  interest  cost  and  price  are  acceptable  to  the  General  Manager  and  satisfy 
the  foregoing  criteria,  the  General  Manager  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  accept,  on  behalf 
of  the  Commission,  the  best  responsive  bid  for  such  Series.  The  Financial  Advisors  are  hereby 
authorized  and  directed  to  cause  to  be  mailed  to  prospective  bidders  for  each  Series  copies  of 
said  Official  Notice  of  Sale,  subject  to  such  corrections,  revisions  or  additions  as  may  be 
acceptable  to  the  General  Manager,  including  determination  of  the  principal  amount  of  the 
Series  to  be  sold  at  such  time.  The  Secretary  of  the  Commission  is  directed  to  file  a  copy  of  said 
form  of  Official  Notice  of  Sale  with  the  minutes  of  this  meeting. 

Section  7.  Form  of  Notice  of  Intention.  The  proposed  form  of  Notice  of 
Intention  to  Sell  for  each  Series,  submitted  to  this  Commission,  is  hereby  approved.  The 
Secretary  of  the  Commission,  is  directed  to  file  a  copy  of  said  form  of  Notice  of  Intention  to 
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Sell  with  the  minutes  of  this  meeting.   The  General  Manager  is  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  cause  said  Notice  of  Intention  to  Sell,  subject  to  such  corrections,  revisions  or 
additions  as  may  be  acceptable  to  the  General  Manager  to  be  published  once  at  least  fifteen 
days  before  the  date  of  sale  of  each  Series  in  a  financial  newspaper  of  general  circulation  in 
the  City. 

Section  8.  General  Manager^ s  Report.  The  General  Manager  is  hereby 
directed  to  file  with  the  Commission  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  a  report  for 
each  Series  setting  forth  the  terms  of  scheduled  principal  and  interest  payments  of  such 
Series  and  for  the  Series  issued  to  refund  the  1991  Series  A  Bonds,  the  minimum  amount  of 
savings  to  be  generated  by  the  defeasance  of  a  portion  of  the  1991  Series  A  Bonds  and  for  a 
Series  of  Bonds  issued  to  finance  the  Project,  the  specific  facilities  to  be  financed  thereby. 

Section  9.  Form  of  Escrow  Agreement.  The  proposed  form  of  the  Escrow 
Agreement  providing  for  the  deposit  of  a  portion  of  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any  Series 
being  issued  to  refund  the  1991  Series  A  Bonds  into  the  Escrow  Fund  established  pursuant  to 
the  Escrow  Agreement,  submitted  to  this  Commission,  is  hereby  approved.  The  Secretary  of 
the  Commission  is  directed  to  file  a  copy  of  said  form  of  Escrow  Agreement  for  each 
refiinding  Series  with  the  minutes  of  this  meeting,  and  the  President  and  Secretary  of  the 
Commission  are  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  said  form  of  Escrow  Agreement  with 
such  additions  thereto  or  changes  therein  which  they  may  deem  necessary  or  desirable  and  as 
the  City  Attorney  may  require  or  approve,  the  approval  of  such  additions  or  changes  to  be 
conclusively  evidenced  by  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  Escrow  Agreement. 
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Section  10.   Submittal  to  Board  of  Supervisors  for  Approval.   The  General 
Manager  is  hereby  directed  to  submit  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  a  Resolution 
approving  the  issuance  of  the  Additional  Bonds  as  required  by  the  Charter. 

Section  11.  General  Authority.  The  officers  of  this  Commission,  the  General 
Manager  and  the  Assistant  General  Manager,  Finance,  of  the  Commission  and  the  officers  of 
the  City  be  and  they  are  hereby  authorized  and  directed,  jointly  and  severally,  for  and  in  the 
name  and  on  behalf  of  this  Commission,  to  execute  and  deliver  any  and  all  documents, 
certificates  and  representations,  including  continuing  disclosure  agreements,  signature 
certificates,  no-litigation  certificates,  tax  certificates,  letters  of  representation  relating  to 
book-entry  registration,  letter  of  instructions  to  the  Escrow  Agent  relating  to  the  Escrow 
Fund  and  Escrow  Agreement,  and  certificates  concerning  the  contents  of  the  Official 
Statement,  to  contract  for  municipal  bond  insurance  for  all  or  a  portion  of  any  Series  if 
determined  to  be  beneficial,  to  contract  for  a  surety  bond  for  the  required  reserve  for  any 
Series,  to  contract  for  a  verification  report  with  respect  to  the  defeasance  of  a  portion  of  the 
1991  Series  A  Bonds,  to  do  any  and  all  things  and  take  any  and  all  actions  which  may  be 
necessary  or  advisable,  in  their  discretion,  to  effectuate  the  issuance  and  sale  of  the  Series  A 
Bonds,  the  defeasance  of  a  portion  of  the  1991  Series  A  Bonds,  the  financing  of  the  Project 
and  the  actions  which  the  Commission  has  approved  in  this  resolution.  The  General 
Manager  is  authorized  to  delegate  any  of  its  responsibilities  or  duties  set  forth  in  this 
Resolution  to  the  Assistant  General  Manager,  Finance,  of  the  Commission. 
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Section  12.   Effective  Date.   This  resolution  shall  take  effect  from  and  after  its 


adoption. 

PASSED  AND  ADOPTED  on  May  14,  1996,  by  the  following  vote: 
AYES:  Commissioners  -  Otsea,  Normandy,  Werbe 

NOES:  Commissioners  -  None 

ABSENT:      Commissioners  -  Makras 
VACANCY:   1  Seat 


President  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


[Seal] 
Attest: 


Secretary  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission 
of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


APPROVED  AS  TO  FORM: 
Louise  H.  Renne,  City  Attorney 


Utilities  Generaf€tytmsel 
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CERTIFICATE  OF  SECRETARY 


I,  Romaine  Boldridge,  Secretary  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  of  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco,  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  is  a  full,  true  and  correct 
copy  of  Resolution  No.  96-0096  duly  adopted  at  the  regular  meeting  of  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission,  duly  and  regularly  held  on  May  14,  1996,  of  which  meeting  all  of  the  members 
of  said  Conmiission  had  due  notice. 

I  further  certify  that  at  least  72  hours  prior  to  such  meeting  I  caused  to  be 
delivered  to  the  Documents  Department  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  two  copies  of 
the  agenda  for  such  meeting  to  be  posted  immediately  upon  receipt  by  such  Department  at 
the  place  designated  by  the  City  Librarian  for  the  posting  of  agenda  in  the  central  public 
library,  which  place  is  accessible  to  the  public  in  accordance  with  Section  8.16  of  the 
Administrative  Code  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  and  that  a  brief  description  of 
such  resolution  appeared  as  an  item  on  such  agenda. 

I  further  certify  that  I  have  carefully  compared  the  foregoing  copy  with  the 
original  minutes  of  said  meeting  on  file  and  of  record  in  my  office;  that  said  copy  is  a  full, 
true  and  correct  copy  of  the  original  resolution  adopted  at  said  meeting  and  entered  in  said 
minutes;  and  that  said  resolution  has  not  been  amended,  modified  or  rescinded  in  any  manner 
since  the  date  of  its  adoption,  and  the  same  is  now  in  full  force  and  effect. 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  I  have  executed  this  certificate  and  affixed  the  seal 
of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  thereto  this  16 
day  of  May,  1996. 


Romaine  Boldridge 
Secretary  of  the  Public  Utilities 
Conmiission  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco 


[SEAL] 
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PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

96-0097 

RESOLUTION  NO.  


WHEREAS,  The  City  Attorney  has  requested  additional  funds  for  the  services 
outside  legal  counsel  and  expert  witnesses  being  retained  to  support  the  City  in  the 
arbitration  proceedings  with  its  Suburban  Purchasers;  and 

WHEREAS,  Surplus  funds  are  availbale  in  Object  035,  Other  Current  Expenses 
in  the  Water  Department's  Operating  Budget;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Water  Department  wishes  to  reallocate  funds  from  Object  035 
to  Object  081 ,  Sen/ices  of  other  Departments;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  This  Commission  authorizes  the  General  Manager  of  Utilities  to 
reallocate  $230,000  form  Object  035,  Other  Current  Expenses,  to  Object  081 ,  Services 
of  Other  Departments,  in  the  Water  Departments  Operating  Budget. 


WHL:bjF:\transfer.res 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at 
its  meeting  of  MAY       1  4  1996  


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  96-0098 


RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  designates  Tuesday,  May  28,  1996 
at  1 :00  p.m.  in  Room  402,  1 1 55  Market  Street,  San  Francisco  as  the  date,  time  and 
place  for  a  public  hearing  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  for  considering  proposals 
for  rate  adjustments  for  water  supplied  by  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  to  its 
retail  and  wholesale  customers;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  also  consider  proposals  for  fee 
adjustments  for  various  fees  for  other  services  provided  by  the  San  Francisco  Water 
Department;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  revenue  requirements  and  an  analysis  of  the 
rate  adjustments  and  additional  charges  be  made  available  for  public  inspection  and 
review  beginning  Monday,  May  20,  1 996  at  11 55  Market  Street,  4th  Floor,  San 
Francisco. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities 


f:\rate96.res 


Commission  at  its  meeting  of 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Conifnission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


96-0099 


WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  certain  real  property 
under  the  juhsdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  in  San  Mateo  County; 
and 

WHEREAS,  Sandra  Lee  Sheffield  has  requested  to  enter  into  an  agreement  for 
conducting  still  photography,  collecting  materials  for  an  audio  soundtrack  and  operating 
a  six-person  film  crew  in  the  Permit  Area  for  a  non-commercial  documentary  film  about 
the  Peninsula  Watershed  entitled  "Portrait  of  a  Landscape:  The  Peninsula  Watershed"; 
and 

WHEREAS,  The  Water  Department  has  determined,  and  completed  a 
certification,  that  the  project  described  by  the  proposed  agreement  is  categorically 
exempt  from  the  requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act;  now, 
therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  terms  and  conditions 
and  authorizes  the  execution  of  that  certain  permit  to  Sandra  Lee  Sheffield,  as 
permittee,  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  materials  for  an  audio  soundtrack  and  operating 
a  six-person  film  crew  in  the  Permit  Area  for  a  non-commercial  documentary  film  about 
the  Peninsula  Watershed  entitled  "Portrait  of  a  Landscape:  The  Peninsula  Watershed" 
at  various  locations  on  Watershed  Lands  located  in  San  Mateo  County,  as  set  forth  in 
the  permit  of  certain  real  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Water  Department,  as 
shown  on  Exhibit  B,  commencing  upon  authorization  and  approval  of  said  permit  by 
Commission  and  expiring  upon  oral  or  written  notice  from  City  revoking  this  Permit 
provided  that  the  Permittee  shall  pay  a  $750.00  processing  fee,  $50.00  per  hour  for 
utilization  of  SFWD  staff  time,  and  a  $7,200.00  Deferred  Use  Fee  in  the  event  of  profit; 
and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  all  actions  authorized  by  this  resolution  and 
heretofore  taken  by  any  City  official  in  connection  with  such  Agreement  are  hereby 
ratified,  approved  and  confirmed  by  this  Commission;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  upon  approval  by  this  Commission,  the  General 
Manager  of  Public  Utilities  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  said  permit. 

/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

 MAY     1  4  1996  


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

96-0100 

RESOLUTION  NO.  


WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  certain  real  property  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  in  the  Town  of  Sunol,  Alameda 
County;  and 

WHEREAS,  Bay  Area  Cellular  Telephone  Company  has  requested  a  lease  for 
approximately  360  sq.  ft.  of  building  space  as  well  as  access  to  the  site  and  common  areas 
via  an  access  roadway  also  known  as  the  license  area  from  the  City  for  the  purpose  of  a 
communication  site  for  cellular  telephone  operational  uses;  and 

WHEREAS,  Bay  Area  Cellular  Telephone  Company  has  entered  into  a  co-location 
agreement  with  GTE  Mobilnet  of  California  Limited  Partnership  and  agreed  to  construct 
and  maintain  an  equipment  shelter  on  the  site  at  a  total  cost  of  approximately  $445,000.00; 
and 

WHEREAS,  SFWD  will  occupy  a  portion  of  the  equipment  shelter  and  install  its  own 
communication  equipment;  and 

WHEREAS,  SFWD  has  agreed  to  offer  a  rental  offset  for  twenty  (20)  months  in  the 
total  amount  of  $30,000.00  to  Bay  Area  Cellular  Telephone  Company  to  cover  costs 
associated  with  SFWD's  portion  of  the  equipment  shelter  and  antenna;  and 

WHEREAS,  SFWD  has  determined,  and  completed  a  certification,  that  the  project 
described  by  the  proposed  agreement  is  categorically  exempt  from  the  requirements  of  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  terms  and  conditions  and 
authorizes  the  execution  of  that  certain  lease  of  approximately  360  sq.  ft.  of  building  space 
as  well  as  access  to  the  site  and  common  areas  via  an  access  roadway  also  known  as  the 
license  area  to  Bay  Area  Cellular  Telephone  Company  as  lessee,  for  the  purpose  of  a 
communication  site  for  cellular  telephone  operational  uses,  as  set  forth  in  the  lease  of 
certain  real  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Water  Department,  as  shown  in  Exhibit 
A,  for  the  term  of  ten  (10)  years  commencing  on  May  1,  1996  and  terminating  April  30, 
2006  at  a  rental  rate  of  $1 ,500.00/mo.;  and  be  it 


thereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting  of 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0100 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  Bay  Area  Cellular  Telephone  Company  shall  receive 
a  rental  offset  for  twenty  (20)  months  in  the  total  amount  of  $30,000.00  to  cover  SFWD's 
participation  in  the  project;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  all  actions  authorized  by  this  resolution  and  heretofore 
taken  by  any  City  official  in  connection  with  such  Agreement  are  hereby  ratified,  approved 
and  confirmed  by  this  Commission;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  upon  approval  by  this  Commission,  the  General 
Manager  of  Public  Utilities  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  said  lease. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

 MAY     1  4 1996    . 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Comrmssion 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.  96-0101 


WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  certain  real  property  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  in  the  Town  of  Sunol,  Alameda 
County;  and 

WHEREAS,  GTE  Mobilnetof  California  Limited  Partnership  has  requested  a  lease 
for  approximately  360  sq.  ft.  of  building  space  as  well  as  access  to  the  site  and  common 
areas  via  an  access  roadway  also  known  as  the  license  area  from  the  City  for  the  purpose 
of  a  communication  site  for  cellular  telephone  operational  uses;  and 

WHEREAS,  GTE  Mobilnet  has  entered  into  a  co-location  agreement  with  Bay  Area 
Cellular  Telephone  and  agreed  to  construct  and  maintain  an  equipment  shelter  on  the  site 
at  a  total  cost  of  approximately  $445,000.00;  and 

WHEREAS,  SFWD  will  occupy  a  portion  of  the  equipment  shelter  and  install  its  own 
communication  equipment;  and 

WHEREAS,  SFWD  has  agreed  to  offer  a  rental  offset  for  twenty  (20)  months  in  the 
total  amount  of  $30,000.00  to  GTE  Mobilnet  to  cover  costs  associated  with  SFWD's 
portion  of  the  equipment  shelter  and  antenna;  and 

WHEREAS,  SFWD  has  determined,  and  completed  a  certification,  that  the  project 
described  by  the  proposed  agreement  is  categorically  exempt  from  the  requirements  of  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  terms  and  conditions  and 
authorizes  the  execution  of  that  certain  lease  of  approximately  360  sq.  ft.  of  building  space 
as  well  as  access  to  the  site  and  common  areas  via  an  access  roadway  also  known  as  the 
license  area  to  GTE  Mobilnet  of  California  Limited  Partnership  as  lessee,  for  the  purpose 
of  a  communication  site  for  cellular  telephone  operational  uses,  as  set  forth  in  the  lease 
of  certain  real  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Water  Department,  as  shown  in  Exhibit 
A,  for  the  term  of  ten  (10)  years  commencing  on  May  1,  1996  and  terminating  April  30, 
2006  at  a  rental  rate  of  $1 ,500.00/mo.;  and  be  it 


thereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting  of 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.  96-0101 


FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  GTE  Mobilnet  of  California  Limited  Partnership  shall 
receive  a  rental  offset  for  twenty  (20)  months  in  the  total  amount  of  $30,000.00  to  cover 
SFWD's  participation  in  the  project;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  all  actions  authorized  by  this  resolution  and  heretofore 
taken  by  any  City  official  in  connection  with  such  Agreement  are  hereby  ratified,  approved 
and  confirmed  by  this  Commission;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  upon  approval  by  this  Commission,  the  General 
Manager  of  Public  Utilities  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  said  lease. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting  of 

MAY     1  4 1996  ^  


Secretary  ,  Public  Utilities  Coriifnission 


WHEREAS,  This  Commission  by  Resolution  No.  95-0243,  authorized  the  Manager  of 
UtiHties  Engineering  Bureau  to  request  proposals  from  interested  firms  to  provide  professional 
engineering  services  to  identify  and  prioritize  improvements  needed  at  the  Sunol  Valley  Water 
Treatment  Plant  for  a  contract  amount  not  to  exceed  $150,000  and  for  a  term  of  4  months;  and 

WHEREAS,  In  response  to  the  Request  for  Proposals,  four  firms  submitted  proposals;  and 

WHEREAS,  After  thorough  evaluation  of  all  proposals  and  interviews  with  the  four  firms, 
the  Selection  Committee  recommended  Carollo  Engineers  /AGS,  Inc.,  a  Joint  Venture  to  provide  the 
professional  engineering  services  for  irrprovements  needed  at  the  Sunol  Water  Treatment  Plant;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  funding  is  available  from  Project  No.  143,  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  Treatment 
project;  now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  authorizes  the  General  Manager  of  PubUc 
Utilities  to  negotiate  and  execute  an  agreement  with  Carollo  Engineers/ AGS,  Inc.,  a  Joint  Venture 
for  a  contract  amount  not  to  exceed  $150,000,  for  a  term  of  four  months. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its 


meeting  of 


MAY 


1  4 1996 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0103 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  the  Department  of  Health  Services,  by  letter  dated  February  7,  1996,  has  requested  that 
the  PUC  and  its  customers  participate  in  *'Laboratory-based  active  reporting  for  cryptosporidiosis  in 
selected  counties  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area." 

WHEREAS,  the  program  will  provide  for  the  disease  monitoring  program  needed  to  meet  filtration 
avoidance  requirements. 

WHEREAS,  the  program  will  provide  information  that  will  enhance  public  health  efforts  conducted 
by  the  water  industry. 

WHEREAS,  the  program  will  demonstrate  the  Public  Utilities  Commission's  ongoing  commitment 
to  protecting  pubUc  health. 

RESOLVED,  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  authorizes  the  General  Manager  to  enter  into  a 
contract  with  the  Western  Consortium  for  Public  Health  for  participation  in  the  "Laboratory-based 
active  reporting  for  cryptosporidiosis"  program  for  a  period  of  two  years. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

,f  MAY     1  41996   . 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Comrmssion 


RESOLUTION  No. 


96-0104 


WHEREAS,  on  December  15,  1994  the  Bay-Delta  Accord  ("Accord")  was  entered  into 
by  various  entities  interested  in  resolving  the  problem  associated  with  providing  protection  for 
the  San  Francisco  Bay-Delta  Estuary  C'Delta");  and 

WHEREAS,  on  May  22,  1995  the  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board  ("SWRCB") 
issued  the  1995  Water  Quality  Control  Plan  ("WQCP")  to  protect  the  Delta  ecosystem;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  WQCP  deviated  in  several  respects  from  the  Accord,  in  particular 
regarding  mitigation  measures  to  protect  the  fishery  resources  of  the  San  Joaquin  River  basin  and 
the  water  users  in  the  San  Joaquin  River  basin;  and 

WHEREAS,  as  a  result  of  the  SWRCB's  failure  to  adopt  all  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Accord,  San  Francisco's  water  rights  and  other  interests  were  put  at  risk,  and 

WHEREAS,  on  June  16,  1995  the  San  Joaquin  Tributary  Association  (SJTA)  and  the 
Merced  Irrigation  District,  Modesto  Irrigation  District,  Oakdale  Irrigation  District,  South  San 
Joaquin  Irrigation  District  and  Turlock  Irrigation  District  ("irrigation  district")  filed  a  lawsuit 
challenging  the  WQCP;  and 

WHEREAS,  after  extensive  discussions  with  other  urban  agencies,  several  water  agencies 
and  the  State  Water'  Project  Contractors  intervened  in  the  lawsuit  on  the  side  of  the  SWRCB  and 
San  Francisco  in  turn  intervened  in  the  lawsuit  on  the  side  of  the  inigation  districts  and  SJl  A; 
and 

WHEREAS,  in  an  effort  to  resolve  the  issues  set  forth  in  the  litigation;  to  avoid  decades 
of  litigation  concerning  any  liability  of  the  San  Joaquin  Basin  water  users  lo  provide  water  or 
undertake  other  measures  to  implement  the  WQCP;  and  to  provide  a  basis  for  a  voluntary 
provision  of  water  towards  implementing  the  WQCP,  several  parties  have  entered  into 
negotiations  to  provide  water  and  undertake  other  measures  to  assist  in  implementing  the  WQCP; 
and 

WHEREAS,  San  Francisco  is  interested  in  seeing  that  the  provisions  of  the  Accord  are 
implemented;  and 

WHEREAS,  San  Francisco  believes  that  negotiations  to  resolve  differences  and  move 
forward  with  implementation  are  in  the  best  interests  of  the  Delta  stakeholders  and  the  Delta 
ecosystem;  and 

WHEREAS,  various  parties  have  proposed  a  program  to  implement  the  San  Joaquin 
provisions  in  the  Accord,  which  program  is  contained  in  a  Letter  of  Intent;  and 

WHEREAS,  San  Francisco  recognizes  that  there  are  many  stakeholders  interested  in  the 
provisions  of  the  Letter  of  Intent  and  resolution  of  the  standards  for  the  San  Joaquin  basin;  and 

WHEREAS,  in  order  to  address  the  issues  of  concern  by  the  stakeholders  it  is  necessary 
to  engage  in  comprehensive  discussions  concerning  the  proposal  in  the  Letter  of  Intent  and  how 
it  may  best  be  fashioned  to  meet  the  reasonable  needs  of  the  water  users  in  the  San  Joaquin  basin 
and  provide  protection  for  the  Delta;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoirtg  resolutior^  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission 
at  its  meeting  of  .  ^   - 


Secretary.  Public  Utilities  Commission 


Page  1  of  2 


CfTV  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

96-0104 

RESOLUTION  No.  


RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  endorses  the  Letter  of  Intent  and  directs  the  General 
Manager  to  participate  with  other  signatories  to  the  Letter  of  Intent  and  other  stakeholders  to 
achieve  an  Implementation  Agreement  which  will  implement  the  Accord  in  a  manner  which  will 
provide  protection  for  the  Delta,  meet  the  water  supply  needs  of  San  Joaquin  basin  water  users 
and  protect  San  Francisco's  water  rights. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission 
at  its  meeting  of  , — 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities 


Page  2  of 2 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0105 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


RESOLVED,  That  on  recommendation  of  the  General  Manager  of  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission,  the  PUC  Finance  Director  and  the  City  Attorney,  this  Commission  hereby  requests  the  Controller 
to  allot  funds  and  to  draw  warrants  against  such  funds  as  are  or  will  be  available  in  payment  of  claims  against 
the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  as  shown  below. 


CLAIMANT  & 
COURT  NO. 


ACCIDENT  NO.  &  ACCIDENT 

SPECIFIED  SPECIALS     TYPE  DATE  PVPD  SETTLEMENT 

PRAYER 


Non-Litigated: 

Norman  Hoo/  94-W-0079-36  N/A 

United  Auto  Repair  N/A 


N/A     11-20-94        PD  $23,823.00 


INDEX 


477903 


SUBOBJECT 


05311 


hoo.res 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

of  MAY  1  4 199B  


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC   UTILITIES  COMMISSION 


1 155  Market  Street,  4th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  California  94103 
(415)554-3155 


NOTICE  OF  PUBLIC  HEARING 
TO  CONSIDER  REVISED 
SCHEDULES  OF  RATES  AND  CHARGES 

TO  BE  CHARGED  BY  THE 
SAN  FRANCISCO  WATER  DEPARTMENT 


Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  PubUc  Utilities  Commission  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  will  conduct  a  public  hearing  on  Tuesday,  May  28,  1996,  at 
1:00  p.m.  in  Room  402,  1155  Market  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  to  consider 
the  adoption  of  revised  Schedules  of  Rates  and  Charges  for  water  service  and  water 
supplied  by  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  to  its  retail  and  wholesale  customers 
including  municipal  accounts;  and  to  consider  adoption  of  miscellaneous  fees  and 
charges  for  various  permits  and  services  provided  by  the  San  Francisco  Water 
Department. 

Copies  of  the  proposals  will  be  available  for  review  beginning  Monday, 
May  20,  1996  at  the  Fourth  Roor  of  1 155  Market  Street,  San  Francisco,  California. 

All  interested  parties  are  invited  to  attend  the  public  hearing  and  present  their 

views. 


Romaine  A.  Boldridge 
Secretary 


MINUTES 

PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Willie  L.  Brown,  Jr. 
MAYOR 

REGULAR  MEETING 

May  28, 1996 
1:00  P.M. 
Room  402 
1155  Market  Street,  Fourth  Floor 

COMMISSIONERS 
Marion  E.  Otsea,  President 
E.  Dennis  Normandy 
Robert  K.  Werbe 
Victor  G.  Makras 

DEPARTMENTS  BUREAUS 
Water  Department  Commercial  Land  Management 

Hetch  Hetchy  Engineering  and  Constniction  Management 

Finance 

Information  Systems 

Personnel  and  Training 

System  Planning  and  Regulatory  Compliance 

Anson  B.  Moran 
GENERAL  MANAGER 

Romaine  A.  Boidridge 
SECRETARY 


96-118 


CALL  TO  ORDER: 


1:06  p.m. 


ROLL  CALL:  Present  -  President  Marion  E.  Otsea,  Commissioner  E.  Dennis 

Normandy,  Commissioner  Victor  G.  Makras 

Excused  -  Commissioner  Robert  K.  Werbe 


APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

On  motion  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras,  the 
Minutes  of  the  Regular  Meeting  of  May  14,  1996  were  approved  (3-0)  by  unanimous 
vote. 

COMMUNICATIONS 
Announcement  of  Closed  Session 

Romaine  Boldridge,  Commission  Secretary,  announced  that  the  Commission  met  in 
Closed  Session  on  May  14,  1996  from  2:05  p.m.  to  2:20  p.m..  The  Commission 
approved  a  settlement  for  Item  33,  Norman  Hoo/United  Auto  Repair.  On  Item  32, 
regarding  the  San  Joaquin  Tributaries  Association  vs.  State  Water  Resources 
Control  Board,  the  Commission  directed  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 
endorse  a  Letter  of  Intent  regarding  the  proposed  program  to  implement  the  San 
Joaquin  provisions  in  the  Bay-Delta  accord.  No  action  was  taken  on  any  of  the 
other  items  on  the  Closed  Session  agenda. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  seconded  by  President  Otsea,  not  to  diclose 
the  discussion  during  the  Closed  Session;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 
Commissioner  Makras  was  not  present  at  the  meeting  on  May  14th. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  OLD  BUSINESS  BY  COMMISSIONERS 
There  was  none. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  NEW  BUSINESS  BY  COMMISSIONERS 

Commissioner  Normandy  suggested  scheduling  a  discussion  of  the  reports  routinely 
submitted  by  staff  and  setting  criteria  regarding  the  type  of  information  that  should 
be  provided  to  the  Commission.  This  will  be  scheduled  for  the  next  Commission 
meeting. 
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7. 


REPORT  OF  THE  GENERAL  MANAGER 


Anson  B.  Moran,  General  Manager  of  Puolic  Utilities,  reported  on  the  conference  he 
attended  in  Chattanooga,  Tennessee  regarding  sustainability  of  water  supply  on 
local,  national  and  international  levels.  Mr.  Moran  expressed  appreciation  to 
Lawrence  T.  Klein,  who  served  as  Acting  General  Manager  during  his  absence. 


8.       PUBLIC  COMMENTS 


There  were  none. 


President  Otsea  called  the  agenda  out  of  order  to  discuss  Item  23(b)  on  the  Closed 
Session  agenda. 

23.b.  Public  Employee  Appointment  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54957: 
Position:      Manager,  Utilities  Engineering  Bureau 


Romaine  A.  Boldridge,  Commission  Secretary,  invited  public  comments  regarding  Item 
23(b).  There  were  no  comments  from  the  public. 

The  meeting  was  recessed  and  the  Commission  went  into  closed  session  at  1:16  p.m.  At 
1 :25  p.m.  the  meeting  was  resumed  into  open  session.  Ms.  Boldridge  announced  that  the 
Commission  met  in  Closed  Session  from  1:19  p.m.  to  1:25  p.m.  and  took  the  following 
action; 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras  to  appoint  Robert 
T.  Cockburn;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Resolution  No.  96-01 1 7:    Approving  the  appointment  of  Robert  T.  Cockburn,  as 

Manager,  Utilities  Engineering  Bureau. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras  not  to  disclose 
the  discussion  during  the  Closed  Session;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Mr.  Moran  thanked  Mr.  Everett  Hintze  for  serving  as  Acting  Manager  of  the  Utilities 
Engineering  Bureau. 


******************* 
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The  meeting  resumed  to  the  regular  order  of  business. 


9,  Public  Hearing  -  To  consider  a  proposal  for  adopting  a  revised  schedule  of  rates  to 
be  charged  by  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  for  water  service  to  retail 
customers  in  and  outside  San  Francisco. 

1 0.  Public  Hearing  -  To  consider  a  proposal  for  adopting  a  revised  schedule  of  rates  to 
be  charged  by  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  for  water  service  to  Suburban 
Wholesale  customers. 

William  H.  Laws,  Rate  Administrator,  presented  an  addendum  to  the  Revenue/Rate 
Requirement  Report  Analysis.  He  stated  that  staff  analyzed  the  impact  of  deferring 
the  groundwater  program  from  fiscal  year  1 996-97  to  a  subsequent  fiscal  year.  It 
reduced  the  direct  cost  by  $1  million  and  indirect  cost  by  $1 .8  million.  The  deferral 
of  the  program  would  reduce  the  proposed  rate  adjustment  from  9.6%  to  7.6%  for 
retail  water  service  in  San  Francisco.  The  project  overpayment  to  suburban  resale 
customers  would  also  be  reduced  from  1 .9%  to  1 .6%.  No  adjustment  in  suburban 
resale  rates  would  be  required. 

Commissioner  Makras  commented  that  he  believed  that  there  were  areas  in  the 
budget  that  could  still  be  reduced  to  avoid  a  rate  increase.  He  said  he  was  still 
opposed  to  the  rate  hike  but  he  would  vote  for  it  to  not  hold  up  the  budget  process. 

Moved  by  President  Otsea,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  to  adopt  Item  9 
and  10;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0106:    Adopting  a  Revised  Schedule  of  Rates  and  Charges  to 

be  charged  by  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  for 
retail  water  service  in  San  Francisco  and  suburban  areas 
effective  with  meter  readings  made  on  or  after  July  1 , 
1996. 

Resolution  No.  96-0107:    Ratifying  a  determination  that  the  calculated  rate 

adjustment  for  suburban  resale  water  service  being  less 
than  2%,  no  adjustment  in  the  rate  for  suburban  resale 
water  customers  is  required;  and  confirming  that  the 
current  schedule  of  rates  and  charges  for  water  service 
supplied  by  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  to  its 
suburban  resale  customers  will  remain  in  effect. 

The  agenda  was  taken  out  of  order  to  take  up  Item  1 1  at  the  scheduled  2:00  P.M.  Special 
Order  of  Business. 
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12.  Recommending  the  sale  of  a  trail  easement  to  the  County  of  San  Mateo. 

Michael  Murphy,  Deputy  County  Counsel  of  San  Mateo,  representing  Paul  Konig. 
Director  of  Environmental  Management  and  Patrick  Sanchez,  Director  of  Parks  & 
Recreation,  commented  in  support  of  the  easement  document. 

Commissioner  Makras  asked  how  the  easement  document  would  protect  the  City  of 
San  Francisco  and  the  watershed.  Joshua  D.  Milstein,  Deputy  City  Attorney,  stated 
that  the  document  contained  a  provision  that  if  San  Mateo  does  not  comply  with  its 
obligation  under  the  easement,  the  City  could  take  them  to  court. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Makras,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  to  adopt 
Item  12;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0109:    Recommending  the  sale  of  a  trail  easement  across 

portions  of  land  under  the  juhsdiction  of  the  Water 
Department  located  in  the  San  Francisco  Peninsula 
watershed  to  the  County  of  San  Mateo. 

President  Otsea  removed  Items  numbered  13,  14.  15  from  the  Regular  Calendar  for 
consideration  as  Consent  Calendar  items. 

Motion  made  by  Commissioner  Makras,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy  to  adopt 
Items  numbered  13,  14,  and  15;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

13.  Resolution  No.  96-0100:    Authorizing  bid  call  for  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power 

Contract  No.  HH-841,  Hetch  Hetchy  Monitoring 
Improvements-West,  expanding  Hetch  Hetchy's  SCADA 
system  to  include  additional  security  and  water  quality 
monitoring  points. 

14.  Resolution  No.  96-01 1 1 :    Authorizing  the  Manager  of  the  Utilities  Engineering 

Bureau  to  negotiate  and  execute  Amendment  No.  5  to 
the  Professional  Services  Agreement  with  Dames  and 
Moore,  for  engineering  services  required  for  the  Priest 
Reservoir  Bypass  Project,  increasing  the  contract 
amount  by  $100,000,  and  extending  the  duration  of  the 
contract  through  December  31 ,  1998. 
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15.      Resolution  No.  96-0112:    Accepting  the  work  performed  under  San  Francisco 

Water  Department  Contract  No.  WD-2149,  8-Inch  Ductile 
Iron  Main  Installation  in  Larkin  Street  between  Pine 
Street  and  Pacific  Avenue  and  in  Washington  Street 
between  Larkin  and  Gough  Streets,  as  satisfactorily 
completed;  approving  debit  Contract  Modification  No.  1 
in  the  amount  of  $3,070.00;  extending  the  contract  time 
by  29  calendar  days;  and  authorizing  final  payment  in 
the  amount  of  $25,649.00  to  the  contractor,  E.  Mitchell, 
Inc. 


16.     Combining  the  Bay  Division  Pipeline  #1  and  #2  Walkway  Replacement  Project  with 
Bay  Division  Pipeline  #1  and  #2  Timber  Trestle  Repair  Project. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Makras,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  to  adopt 
Item  16;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0113:    Combining  the  Bay  Division  Pipeline  #1  and  #2  Walkway 

Replacement  Project  with  Bay  Division  Pipeline  #1  and 
#2  Timber  Trestle  Repair  Project;  and  authorizing  bid  call 
for  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  WD-2207, 
Bay  Division  Pipeline  #1  and  #2  Timber  Trestle  Repair. 

18,     Authorizing  issuance  of  request  for  proposals  for  "as-needed"  professional 
environmental  engineering  consultant  services. 

Steve  Ritchie,  Manager,  Bureau  of  System  Planning  &  Regulatory  Compliance, 
stated  that  the  contract  being  proposed  in  Item  17  and  18  addressed  the  concerns 
of  the  Commission  regarding  the  contracting  procedure  for  "as-needed  contracts", 
e.g.,  use  of  same  contractors  for  follow-on  work,  administrative  costs  of  pass 
through  work  and  contracting  with  the  same  individuals  in  most  of  our  contracts.  He 
said  that  the  Commission  directed  staff  to  put  a  cap  on  the  amount  of  "as-needed" 
contracts  to  encourage  minority  contractors  to  bid.  To  address  these  issues,  Mr. 
Ritchie  stated  that  the  contract  proposed  to  retain  two  contractors  for  each  type  of 
"as-needed"  work  and  to  work  with  subcontractors  directly  to  reduce  administrative 
costs  charged  by  prime  contractors. 

Commissioner  Makras  suggested  retaining  more  than  two  contractors  as  proposed 
by  staff  in  order  to  provide  minority  contractors  a  chance  to  bid  and  gain  experience 
in  working  as  prime  contractors  for  the  City.  He  suggested  amending  the  resolution 
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to  indicate  that  several  contractors  will  be  selected  and  leave  the  contract  capped  at 
$800,000  per  contract.  After  proposals  are  received,  staff  would  return  to  the 
Commission  with  a  recommendation  on  consultant  selection  at  which  time  the 
Commission  would  decide  on  limiting  the  number  of  contractors. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Makras,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  to  adopt 
Item  18;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote  as  amended: 

Resolution  No.  96-011 5:    Authorizing  the  Manager  of  the  Bureau  of  Systems 

Planning  and  Regulatory  Compliance  to  advertise  and 
request  proposals  from  professional  environmental 
engineering  consultants  to  provide  "as-needed"  services 
for  a  period  of  two  years,  with  a  total  spending  authority 
of  $3.2  million. 

Authorizing  issuance  of  request  for  proposals  for  "as-needed"  professional 
engineering  services. 

The  resolution  for  Item  17  should  be  amended  to  conform  with  Item  18  above. 
Moved  by  Commissioner  Makras,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  to  adopt 
Item  17;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote  as  amended: 

Resolution  No.  96-01 14:    Authorizing  the  Utilities  Engineering  Bureau  to  request 

proposals,  interview,  select  and  recommend  qualified 
consulting  engineering  firms  for  several  separate 
contracts  to  provide  specialized  engineering  services  for 
a  period  of  24  months  with  a  total  spending  authority  of 
$3.2  million. 

Authorizing  negotiation  of  a  personal  sen/ices  agreement  to  conduct  a  preliminary 
study  of  municipalizing  the  electric  distribution  system. 

Lawrence  T.  Klein,  General  Manager,  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power,  reported  that 
staff  received  three  proposals  to  conduct  the  municipalization  study.  They  were 
from  J.  W.  Wilson  Associates,  Environmental  and  Technical  Analysis  Group 
(ETAG),  and  Alliance  Strategies,  Inc.  (ASI).  The  Technical  Review  Committee, 
formed  to  review  the  proposals,  met  and  evaluated  each  proposal.  The  proposers 
were  ranked  based  on  capability  of  proposers  (50  points),  understanding  of  the 
project  (35  points),  and  project  management  (15  points).  The  bidders  gave  a 
presentation  to  the  Committee  on  May  6,  1996  where  the  Committee  evaluated  the 
bidders  strengths  and  weaknesses  and  then  individually  produced  the  scores. 
Bayard  Fong,  Human  Rights  Compliance  Officer  for  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  a  non  voting  member  of  the  Committee  and  Shirley  Hoaglin,  a  staff 
member  of  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power  reviewed  the  scores.  The  bidders'  scores 
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were  tallied  and  resulted  in  the  top  bidder  being  J.  W.  Wilson  &  Associates,  second 
was  ETAG  and  3rd  was  Alliance  Strategies.  The  Comnnittee  recommended 
awarding  the  contract  to  the  top  rated  bidder  and  authorizing  negotiations  with  the 
top  bidder  and  the  2nd  and  3rd  bidder  in  case  negotiations  with  the  top  bidder  were 
not  successful. 

Mr.  Klein  stated  that  the  Technical  Review  Committee  reviewed  the  studies 
prepared  by  J.  W.  Wilson  &  Associates  for  the  City  of  Gilbert  and  the  City  of  Page  in 
Arizona.  ETAG  has  not  completed  a  study  that  has  led  to  municipalization  but  was 
currently  working  for  the  City  of  Chicago  on  an  investment  research  study. 

The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  interview  of  the  bidders: 

J.  W.  Wilson  &  Associates 

Mr.  John  Wilson  of  J.  W.  Wilson  &  Associates  stated  that  their  company  had  never 
worked  for  Pacific  Gas  &  Electhc  but  have  worked  with  other  municipal  utilities  in 
California  such  as  the  City  of  Anaheim,  City  of  Riverside  and  SMUD.  They  have 
never  been  employed  by  a  municipal  utility  other  than  as  a  consultant.  His  firm  was 
retained  by  the  American  Public  Power  Association  as  a  consultant  and  not  as  a 
lobbyist.  He  has  appeared  as  an  expert  witness  in  rate  cases,  municipalization 
condemnation  proceedings  and  testified  in  five  or  six  municipalization  cases  in  his 
20  years  of  experience.  Of  these  six  cases,  none  of  these  studies  were  for 
California  nor  for  any  city  with  a  population  of  more  than  500,000.  His  firm  was  not 
directly  involved  in  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  (CPUC)  restructuring 
of  the  California  electric  industry.  J.  Wilson  owns  one  share  of  PG&E  stock  as  a 
means  to  gather  information  from  PG&E. 

Mr.  Wilson  stated  that  LKJ  Associates,  a  San  Francisco  firm  would  be  working  with 
them  on  this  project  as  subcontractor  but  his  firm  can  do  the  entire  project.  J.W. 
Wilson  does  not  have  offices  in  San  Francisco  but  LKJ  Associates,  has  a  2-  or  3- 
person  operation  in  the  City.  Mr.  Wilson  stated  that  he  would  be  personally 
involved  in  policy  issues  and  evaluation  analysis  and  LKJ  Associates  would  be 
handling  the  weekly  contact  with  Hetch  Hetchy  staff.  $25,000  of  the  contract  would 
be  performed  by  LKJ  and  $125,000  by  J.  W.  Wilson, 

Mr.  Klein  stated  that  J.  W.  Wilson  proposed  to  commit  17%  local  participation, 
ETAG  -  69%,  and  Alliance  -  35%  for  this  project. 

Mr.  Wilson  stated  that  their  firm  had  used  income  approach  methodology  in  their 
property  valuations  as  this  type  of  methodology  brings  the  greatest  economic  merit 
and  it  is  more  appropriate  in  valuing  a  business  enterprise. 
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Economic  and  Technical  Analysis  Group  (ETAG) 


Ron  Knecht,  President\jf  Economic  and  Technical  Analysis  Group  (ETAG),  stated 
that  they  have  submitted  in  their  proposal  the  in  progress  study  for  Chicago.  The 
principals  in  their  group  did  studies  for  the  City  of  Sacramento  and  Memphis.  For 
the  City  of  Sacramento  they  conducted  a  demunicipalization  study  of  whether 
SMUD  should  stay  in  the  municipal  electric  business.  They  were  retained  to  study 
strategic  resource  options  for  the  City  of  Memphis. 

ETAG  does  not  own  any  PG&E  stock.  Some  of  their  employees  have  occasionally 
work  as  consultants  for  PG&E  in  the  last  10  years.  ETAG  had  worked  for  investor 
owned  utilities,  municipal  and  state  agencies,  public  power  agencies,  regulatory 
commissions,  private  power  producers,  consumer  and  environmental  groups,  the 
federal  government,  and  bankruptcy  court.  Two  of  the  principals  of  ETAG  were 
involved  extensively  and  testified  in  the  California  restructuring  proceedings  before 
CPUC.  Three  of  the  partners  including  Mr.  Knecht  had  involvements  in  other 
proceedings  where  they  required  familiarity  with  the  details  of  the  restructuring 
proceeding. 

Mr.  Knecht  stated  that  their  firm  has  not  taken  a  strong  position  what  the  correct 
valuation  approach  is  but  they  have  been  asked  to  prepare  all  valuation  methods  at 
various  times.  He  said  they  had  done  work  in  valuation,  municipalization,  strategic 
studies  for  Chicago,  Cleveland,  Sacramento,  Memphis,  and  for  PG&E  concerning 
valuation  of  disthbution  system  areas.  He  said  that  for  the  City's  project  they  would 
be  looking  at  all  valuation  methods  -  comparable  sales,  reproduction,  and  income 
methods. 

ETAG  is  based  in  San  Francisco  and  proposed  69%  local  participation.  Their  major 
subcontractor,  Cervatos  &  Associates  is  also  based  in  San  Francisco  and  would 
perform  20%  of  the  study. 

Alliance  Strategies.  Inc.  (ASI) 

Mr.  Tim  Watson  stated  that  they  have  an  employee  who  was  a  20-year  employee  of 
PG&E,  who  was  terminated  from  PG&E  and  owns  shares  of  stocks  in  PG&E.  He 
said  this  person  had  signed  an  affidavit  that  if  ASI  gets  involved  with  this  project,  he 
would  be  willing  to  divest  those  securities. 

Mr.  Watson  stated  that  they  have  done  feasibility  studies  in  California  including 
reviewing  feasibility  studies  conducted  in  California.  They  have  not  done  any  study 
for  cities  with  more  than  200,000  in  population.  They  have  no  employee  who  had 
served  on  the  board  of  any  municipal  or  public  power  agency  except  one  employee 
who  had  worked  for  Tuolumne  County.  He  said  he  had  testified150  times  in  rate 
settings,  water,  steam  heat,  and  electricity  in  seven  states  before  the  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission.  He  had  testified  in  acquisitions,  mergers,  litigation 
matters  and  property  valuations  in  the  western  part  of  the  US.  They  made  a 
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presentation  to  the  CPUC  on  an  advisory  role  working  for  the  City  of  Pittsburgh 
about  electric  restructuring  proceedings.  For  the  last  seven  years  Mr.  Watson 
stated  that  he  had  been  an  independent  consultant  and  90%  of  his  work  had  been 
for  smaller  enterprises,  cities  and  cooperatives  and  10%  had  been  in  litigation 
matters  for  investor  owned  companies. 

Mr.  Watson  said  that  a  subcontractor  in  San  Francisco  would  provide  35%  of  the 
work  but  Alliance  will  do  the  remaining  work.  They  have  two  or  more  people  in  San 
Francisco  but  the  rest  of  the  staff  is  in  Oregon. 

Regarding  valuation  methodology,  Mr.  Watson  said  he  preferred  to  look  at  the  value 
that  the  investor  has  in  the  property  taking  into  account  other  nuances  would  have 
to  do  with  severance,  how  well  it  would  protect  the  municipality  from  other  systems 
and  public  interest. 

Commissioner  Normandy  objected  to  authorizing  staff  to  negotiate  with  the  second  and 
third  bidders  if  negotiations  with  the  number  one  bidder  are  not  successful. 

Commissioner  Normandy  moved  to  close  the  public  hearing,  Commissioner  Makras 
seconded.  The  public  hearing  was  closed. 

Commissioner  Makras  pointed  out  that  in  a  takeover  we  need  to  figure  out  what  the 
property  is  worth.  He  said  we  needed  a  balanced  and  objective  study  for  this  project  to 
assist  us  in  making  decisions.  He  said  he  supported  the  award  of  the  contract  to  ETAG 
because  they  have  worked  on  several  larger  projects  in  Chicago,  Sacramento,  and 
Cleveland.  ETAG  had  the  best  mix  of  clientele  and  they  had  worked  on  all  ends  of  the 
issue.  He  considered  it  a  very  important  factor.  ETAG  demonstrated  the  best 
understanding  of  equalizing  the  approaches  of  assessing  the  value.  He  liked  ETAG's 
approach  to  the  project  of  looking  at  all  methodologies  and  court  rulings.  He  said  to  get 
the  most  objective  report  you  weigh  all  factors  equally  and  justify  the  approach  you  are 
leaning  for  and  your  ultimate  recommendation.  Commissioner  Makras  stated  that  he 
respected  Alliance's  intention  that  they  would  be  willing  to  divest  their  stocks  if  selected  for 
the  project- 
Commissioner  Normandy  stated  that  he  favored  awarding  the  contract  to  ETAG  because 
their  is  going  to  be  a  firestorm  as  to  the  valuation  processes  and  the  more  objectivity 
without  preconceived  or  predispositions  to  any  philosophies  the  better  served  the  City  will 
be.  Other  criterion  were  based  on  ETAG's  track  record  and  accessibility  to  the  local 
community.  He  concurred  with  Commissioner  Makras  that  the  key  point  to  the  process  is 
objectivity. 

President  Otsea  stated  that  she  favored  awarding  the  contract  to  ETAG  for  the  'reasons 
articulated  by  Commissioner  Normandy  and  Commissioner  Makras.  She  said  she  also 
considered  Mr.  Knetch's  prior  involvement  with  the  CPUC  and  the  fact  that  ETAG  and  its 
principals  are  based  in  San  Francisco. 
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Commissioner  Makras  suggested  amending  the  resolution  to  award  the  contract  to  ETAG 
as  an  exclusive  negotiation  and  eliminate  the  language  that  suggests  that  if  the  negotiation 
is  not  successful  with  the  first  bidder  to  go  to  the  second  bidder  and  third  bidder. 

President  Otsea  pointed  out  that  the  Commission's  decision  to  award  the  contract  to  ETAG 
does  not  reflect  on  the  work  done  by  the  Technical  Review  Committee. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Makras,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  to  adopt  Item  11; 
earned  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote  as  amended: 

Resolution  No.  96-0108:    Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to  negotiate 

a  personal  services  agreement  with  Economic  &  Technical 
Analysis  Group  (ETAG)  and  Cerbatos  &  Associates  -  Joint 
Venture  to  assist  Hetch  Hetchy  in  conducting  a  municipalization 
feasibility  study  for  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $150,000, 
including  a  condition  that  they  will  be  precluded  from  competing 
for  any  follow-on  work. 


CLOSED  SESSION 


19.     Public  Comments  on  matters  to  be  discussed  in  Closed  Session. 
There  were  none. 


The  Public  Utilities  Commission  met  in  Closed  Session  from  3:35  p.m.  to  5:10  p.m.  to 
discuss  the  following  matters: 

20.     Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section 
54956.9(b)(c): 

Anticipated  Litigation;       As  Plaintiff  and  as  Defendant 

Regarding  500+  acres  of  San  Francisco  Water 
Department  property  on  Bernal  Avenue  in  Alameda 
County. 

No  action  was  taken. 


96-128 


21.  Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section 
54956.9(a): 

Existing  Litigation:  Chevron  v.  CCSF,  and  CCSF  v.  Standard,  et.al. 

(Chevron). 

No  action  was  taken. 

22.  Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section 
54956.9(b)(c): 

Anticipated  Litigation:       As  Plaintiff 

Regarding  Terri  Rasmussen  dba  Skyline  Stables. 

No  action  was  taken. 


23.     Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section 
54956.9(b)(c): 

Anticipated  Litigation:       As  Defendant 

Regarding  Charles  J.  Keenan,  III  and  John  B.  Lovewell 
V.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

No  action  was  taken. 


23.a.  Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section 
54956.9(a):  (Zoglin/Donlin) 

Existing  Litigation:  Martin  &  Topolos  v.  SFWD,  et.al., 

Superior  Court  No.  965-597. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Makras,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  to 
approve  a  settlement  for  Item  23.a.;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-01 16:    Approving  a  settlement  in  the  case  of  Kent  Martin  and 

Jerry  Topolos,  Co-Conservators  for  the  Person  and 
Estate  of  Maryann  Topolos  v.  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  San  Francisco  Superior  Court  Action  No.  965- 
597. 


96-129 


24.  Announcement  following  Closed  Session. 

Romaine  A.  Boldridge  announced  the  actions  taken  during  the  Closed  Session. 

25.  Motion  regarding  whether  to  disclose  the  discussions  during  Closed  Session. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras  not  to 
disclose  the  discussion  during  the  Closed  Session;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Thereupon,  the  meeting  was  adjourned:         5:16  P.M. 


Romaine  A.  Boldridge 
Secretary 
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San  Francisco  May  28,  1996 

California  2:00  p.m. 

 ooOoo  

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Would  you  read  item  11, 

please . 

SECRETARY  BOLDRIDGE:       Item  11,    authorizing  the 
General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to  negotiate  a 
personal  services  agreement  to  conduct  a  preliminary  study 
of  municipalizing  the  electric  distribution  system  in  San 
Francisco  for  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $150,000,  including 
a  condition  that  they  will  be  precluded  from  competing  for 
any  follow-on  work. 

MR.  KLEIN:       Commissioners,   Larry  Klein,  General 
Manager,   Hetch  Hetchy .     1*11  be  brief  since  I  know  you 
want  to  ask  some  questions  of  the  consultants  who  are  all 
here . 

This  is  the  second  go-through  in  this  process. 
This  time  we  —  you  approved  the  request  for  proposal  on 
March  1996. 

We  have  sent  out  proposals  to  59  interested 
firms  and  individuals.     We  advertised  in  various  national 
and  local  newspapers  and  faxed  notices  of  availability  to 
150  MBE/WBE  firms  here  in  and  around  San  Francisco. 

And  we  built  the  technical  review  committee  that 

was  broader  and  more  diverse  than  the  original  proposal  in 

an  attempt  to  overcome  some  of  the  problems  people  had  had 
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with  the  original  solicitation. 

The  technical  review  committee  included  members 
of  myself  and  the  City  staff  of  the  Controller's  Office, 
and  a  consultant  to  us ,   a  longtime  consultant ,  Walter 
McQuat ,    of  Hansen ,   McQuat  &  Hamr in . 

We  also  had  representatives  of  the  NRDC ,  TURN, 
the  City  of  Palo  Alto,   San  Franciscans  for  Tax  Justice, 
and  San  Franciscans  for  Public  Power.     And  Bayard  Fong  was 
in  his  normal  role  of  a  nonvoting  member,   making  sure  we 
did  everything  in  a  fair  and  aboveboard  manner . 

We  received  three  proposals.  The  committee  met 
and  evaluated  each  of  these  proposals.  And  we  received  a 
presentation , 

The  proposals  were  ranked  on  the  basis  of  the 
capability  of  the  proposer  with  50  points,  understanding 
that  the  pro j  ect  was  3  5,   pro j  ect  management  was  15  points . 

After  the  scoring  was  — 

We  had  presentations  by  the  committee  —  to  the 
committee  on  May  6.     And  as  a  result  of  that  presentation, 
the  committee  discussed  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  of 
the  various  contractors  and  then  individually  produced  a 
score. 

The  scores  were  checked  by  Bayard  Fong  and 

Shirley  Hoaglin,  who  is  the  committee  secretary,   and  is  a 

member  of  my  staff,   for  arithmetic  errors.     And  Bayard 

 4 

Mae  J.   Chu  Reporting  415/386-9018 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


then  prepared  a  memo  stating  that  he  thought  the  process 
had  occurred  and  is  a  fair  and  equitable  process . 

Three  bidders  were  scored .     And  the  top  bidder 
is  J.  W.  Wilson  and  Associates.     The  second  bidder  is 
ETAG,   and  the  third  bidder  is  Alliance  Strategies. 

At  this  point,   1*11  be  glad  to  answer  any 
questions  that  you  might  have. 

We  are  proposing  to  — 

The  committee's  recommendation  on  behalf  of  the 
committee  is  to  award  to  the  top-rated  bidder . 

And  I  will        we  have  asked  for  the  right  to 
negotiate  with  the  top  bidder,  plus  the  second  and  third 
bidder,  which  is  a  fairly  pro  forma  kind  of  thing.  In 
case  it  becomes  something  that  is  nonnegotia table  with  the 
top  bidder,   then  we  will  go  to  the  second  bidder. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Thank  you,  Larry. 

In  view  of  the  previous  go-round  on  this 
contract ,    I  want  to  make  sure  this  time  we  ask  all  the 
questions . 

My  first  question  is  how  many  feasibility 
studies  did  the  committee  review? 

MR.   KLEIN:       Two  were  submitted  by  J.   W.  Wilson. 

They  had  been  —  it  was  the  City  of  Gilbert,  Arizona,  from 

July  —  pardon  me  —  December  30,    '88;  the  City  of  Page, 

Arizona,    from  July  9,  '84. 
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ETAG  has  not  completed  a  study  that  had  gone 
municipal izat ion,   but  there  were  a  number  of  references . 
And  they  had  currently  their,    I  would  call   it,    if  ETAG 
doesn't  get  mad  at  me,   their  primary  claim  to  fame  was 
that  they  were  currently  working  or  one  of  their  subs  was 
currently  working  on  the  Chicago  study  which  had  been  held 
up  earlier  as  the  largest  investment's  recent  study. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Why  was  it  not  completed, 

Larry? 

MR.   KLEIN:       My  understanding  is  they  haven't 
gotten  to  conclusion  yet. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:  Oh. 

MR.   KLEIN:       And  also  people  define  success  in  a 
number  of  ways.     I've  made  this  point  before. 

Some  people  define  success  as  municipalization. 
Some  people  —  which  means  buying  out  of  the  lines.  Other 
people  define  success  as  having  —  having  gotten  better  — 
better  rates  for  the  customers  that  they  were  studying 
municipalization  for. 

And  I'm  not  sure  I  know  exactly  where  Chicago  is 
on  this  particular  instance.     And  — 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       That  was  the  only  one 
submitted  by  ETAG? 

MR.   KLEIN:       Just  one.     but  there  were  other 
related  studies  that  they  had  gone  through. 
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CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        You  did  not  review  them? 

MR.    KLEIN:        We  did  not  review  them. 

We  did  not  review  in  detail  the  Chicago  study 
either .     That  was  not  a  report  appended  on  the  Chicago 
study. 

Am  I  correct  on  that? 

Okay .     There  was  a  summary ,   that  was  reviewed  by 
all  the  committee  members ,   of  the  study ,   and  we  presume 
they  read  all  of  that . 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Commissioner  Normandy. 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDY:       Madame  President, 
before  we  begin  with  the  questions  which  I'm  sure  we  all 
have,   perhaps  it  might  be  appropriate  to  thank  the 
committee  for  their  work  and  set  the  stage  for  reminding 
everyone  that  at  this  point  it  becomes  the  Commission's 
decision.     The  recommendations  are  accepted  and  reviewed 
again  by  ourselves. 

It's  almost  like  we  start  from  square  one,  anew. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Right.     Any  other  comments 

on  that? 

MR.   KLEIN:       That  particular  point  had  been  made 
to  the  committee. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:  Yes. 

It  is  no  reflection  on  the  committee.     I'm  not 
suggesting  that  you  have  not  been  thorough,   that  in 

7 


Mae  J.   Chu  Reporting 


415/386-9018 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


getting  the  reports  — 

Last  time  I  had  questions  and  didn ' t  ask  them. 
And  this  time,    I  decided  I 'd  write  them  down  and  ask  them. 

Were  there  any  reports ,   any  studies  done  in 
Cal if ornia? 

MR.   KLEIN:       Alliance  Strategies  alluded  to  a 
municipalization  of  the  Trinity  County  PUD . 

In  fact,   their  project  manager  had  been  the 
general  manager  of  the  Trinity  County.     I  believe  there 
were  —  I  would  defer  to  the  consultants . 


municipalization ,  to  my  knowledge ,  other  than  this  one , 
which  is  the  Trinity  County  PUD  municipalization . 


There  were  studies  that  did  not  lead  to 


CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA: 


Did  Alliance  submit  any 


other  studies? 


Did  you  submit  that  or  just  allude  to  it,    if  you 


know? 


Okay.     Thank  you. 


MR.  KLEIN: 


Which  was  — 


CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA: 


You  *  d  better  come  to  the 


microphone . 


We  have  this  on  tape . 


UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER: 


We  don^t  know  if  you've 


had  the  opportunity  to  review  the  record. 


SECRETARY  BOLDRIDGE:      Pardon  me.      Would  you 


state  your  name  for  the  record? 
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MR .    WATSON :        Yes .      My  name   is  James  T .    Watson . 
I 'm  the  principal  of  Alliance  Strategies. 

For  the  record ,   what  we  submitted  in  our 
proposal  was  a  document  entitled ,   "The  Thumbnail  Sketch , " 
the  prime  Delorean   (phonetic) . 

That  took  into  account  a  recapitalization  of  the 
assets  in  a  different  way  of  looking  at  municipalization. 
That  process  is  currently  underway  and  is  in  the  process 
of  being  completed ,   as  we  speak • 

As  Mr.   Klein  mentioned,   we  were  also  involved  in 
the  municipalization  of  Trinity  County,   which  was 
conducted  by  my  partner,  Mr.  Warner  Beaulier  (phonetic 
spelling) ,   as  manager  of  Trinity  County. 

We  have  recently  been  involved  with  Calasveras 
County.     I*m  sorry  to  say  that  that  wasn't  successful,  but 
that  effort  hasn't  been  dropped. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Thank  you,   Mr.  Watson. 
Back  with  Mr.  Klein. 

MR.   KLEIN:       Keeps  going  on. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:     Did  you  review  any  studies 
of  major  cities,   cities  over  200,000  population? 
MR.   KLEIN:       The  only  one  — 

For  the  record,  there  has  been  a  fair  dearth  of 

municipalizations  over  the  last  ten  years.     Polly  McGue 

can  most  probably  give  you  the  exact  number.     And  most  of 
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them  have  been  associated  with  fairly  small  cities. 

The  closest  that  comes  to  a  major  city  study  has 
been  the  work  that  has  been  done  for  the  City  of  Chicago. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        Thank  you. 

Any  other  questions  of  Mr .  Klein? 
(No  Audible  Response. ) 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Okay.     Thank  you. 

I  guess  we  should  go  down  the  list  and  have  the 
number  one  proposed ,   Dr .  Wilson  and  company ,   I  bel ieve . 

DR.   WILSON:       My  name  is  John  Wilson.     As  that 
suggests,   I'm  here  for  J.  W.  Wilson  and  associates. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Thank  you.     You're  Dr. 

Wilson? 

DR.   WILSON:        Yes.      I  am  a  Ph.D. 
CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:  Ph.D. 

DR.   WILSON:     I  can't  help  you  with  your  cold. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        Thank  you. 

Do  you  or  any  members  of  your  team,   have  you 
ever  worked  for  PG&E,   or  do  you  own  any  stock? 

DR.   WILSON:       We've  never  worked  for  PG&E. 
We've  worked  for  other  utilities  in  California. 

Our  firm  owns  one  share  of  stock  in  PG&E  and  in 
every  utility  in  the  United  States  in  order  to  gather  and 
obtain  information . 

The  other  utilities  we've  worked  for  in 
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Cal if ornia  are  municipal  util ities ,  such  as  the  city  of 
Anaheim,  the  City  of  Riverside,  SMUD,  and  TANK  and  some 
other  municipalities  throughout  the  state , 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Have  you  or  any  member  of 
your  firm  ever  been  employed  by  or  served  on  the  board  of 
a  municipal  or  public  utility? 

DR.  WILSON:       I  have  never  been  employed  by  a 
municipal  utility  other  than  as  a  consultant. 

As  a  consultant  I*ve  been  employed  by  many 
municipal  utilities.     Our  firm  is  retained  by  the  American 
Public  Power  Association  on  a  consultant  basis, 

I  don't  know  of,   but  I  can  tell  you  from  my  own 
knowledge ,   that  there  *  s  nobody  in  our  firm  that  has  been 
on  the  board  of  a  municipal  utility  anywhere  in  the  United 
States .     But  I  don  *  t  know  of  any  as  I  stand  here . 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       What  about  a  public  power, 
as  a  group? 

DR.   WILSON:  No. 

As  I  say,    I  We  been  retained  as  a  consultant  by 

the  American  Public  Power  Association,   and  also  in  the 

past  by  NRECA,   National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative 

Association.     And  I  think  it's  probably  fair  to 

characterize  them  as  advocacy  groups.     They  do  some 

lobbying.     But  my  work  with  them  has  not  been  in  a 

lobbying  context. 
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CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        How  did  you   find  out  about 
our  study?       Were  you  solicited? 

DR.    WILSON:  Yes. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        By  whom? 

DR.   WILSON:     We  received  the  RFP  from  the 
utilities  commission,   from  Hetch  Hetchy, 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       In  that  mail-out  that  Larry 
was  talking  about? 

DR.   WILSON:        I  believe  so,  yes. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Do  you  —  have  you  served 
as  a  paid  witness ,   expert  witness ,   in  rate  cases  in 
related  cases? 

DR.   WILSON:       I've  been  an  expert  witness  in  3- 
or  400  rate  cases,   a  number  of  them  in  California. 

I  have  been  retained  as  a  consultant  to  the 
California  Public  Utilities  Commission  on  matters  before 
them. 

I've  worked  for  Anaheim,   Riverside,  and 
(unintelligible)    in  regulatory  proceedings  before  the 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  in  Washington.  As 
their  witness,    I  We  appeared  as  a  witness  in  probably  half 
a  dozen  municipalization  condemnation  proceedings,  where 
municipalities  were  going  forward  with  condemnation 
actions.     And  I  had  done  evaluation  studies  that  I  then 
presented  to  the  court  in  those  proceedings. 
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CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        Your   firin  did  the 
appraisals? 

DR.   WILSON:       We  did  in  several  cases,  yes: 
Gilbert,   Arizona  was  mentioned;   Page,   Arizona,   where  we 
worked  with  the  City  of  Page  right  from  the  inception  of 
that  project  until  the  utility  was  in  operation. 

So  we  did  virtually  everything,  including 
financing  for  the  City  of  Page. 

I  also  did  that  for  the  City  of  Mucena ,  New 
York,  which  was  a  significant  municipalization  that 
occurred  in  the  early  1980s,   and  also  for  Newark, 
Delaware . 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        In  all  these  cases,  you 
have  appeared  on  behal f  of  the  publ ic  power  people? 

DR,   WILSON:       I  have  appeared  on  behalf  of 

the 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:  Municipality. 

DR.   WILSON:       —  city  or  on  behalf  of  the 
municipality  — 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       You  have  not  appeared  — 

DR.   WILSON:       —  in  each  of  those  cases. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        You  have  not  appeared  on 
behalf  of  the  utility? 

DR.   WILSON:       Not  in  municipalization  matters. 
I  have  been  retained  by  utilities  in  other  contexts. 
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We  j ust  recently  spent  several  years  working 
with  the  Columbia  Gas  System  on  their  bankruptcy 
proceeding . 

We  were  consultants  to  Columbia  in  that  we 
worked  with  investors  on  util ities  in  other  contexts ,  but 
not  in  municipalization  proceedings ;  that  *  s  correct . 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       How  many  would  you  say  you 
have  been  active  in  or  you  have  testified  in  that  case  — 

DR.  WILSON:       In  municipalization  cases? 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:  Yes. 

DR.  WILSON:       Five  or  six. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Over  how  long  a  period? 
DR.   WILSON:       Twenty  years. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Your  mentioned  the  CPUC, 
Have  you  or  your  team  played  any  part  in  the  CPUC 
restructuring  of  California's  electrical  — 

DR.  WILSON:  Not  directly.  We  were  consultants 
to  the  CPUC  in  the  matter  involving  the  proposed  merger  of 
Southern  California  Edison  and  San  Diego  Gas  and  Electric. 
That  was  a  number  of  years  ago. 

And  all  of  that  was  not  what  people  typically 
today  would  refer  to  as  restructuring.     Obviously,    if  that 
merger  had  gone  forward,   it  would  have  been  a  major 
restructuring  of  the  utility  industry  in  Southern 
California. 
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CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        Well,    I  was  more  interested 
in  the  latest  action,    if  we  access . 

Have  you  been  involved  in  any  — 

DR,   WILSON :        I  have  not  been  involved  with  the 
CPUC  in  that  matter .     You ' re  talking  about  vertical 
divestiture ,   that  sort  of  thing? 

I'm  working  on  that  type  of  — 

Those  types  of  projects,   our  firm  is  working  on 
those  types  of  projects  in  other  states,   but  we  are  not 
actively  working  in  California . 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       I  know  I've  forgotten. 

Your  firm  has  the  capability  to  do  this  study  by 
itself?     You  are  not  planning  to  — 

DR.   WILSON:       We  have  a  subcontractor  that  is 
working  —  who  proposes  to  work  with  us  on  this  project, 
LTJ  Associates,  which  is  a  San  Francisco  firm.     And  their 
expertise  and  background  is  in  feasibility  studies  and 
accounting.     And  they  would  work  with  us  on  it. 

But  the  answer  to  your  question  is,   yes,  we 
believe  our  team  is  fully  capable  of  doing  the  project. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA :       Okay .      Dr .    Wilson ,  thank 

you. 

Any  other  questions?     Commissioner  Makras  (sic)? 
COMMISSIONER  NORMANDY:        Do  you  know  the  portion 
of  time  spent  by  your  firm  on  various  clients? 
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How  much  time  has  your   firm  spent  on  municipal 
utilities  and  how  much  time  has  your  firm  spent  on 
(unintelligible)    alone  on  the  — 

DR.   WILSON:       I  would  say  that  we  probably  have 
spent,   say,   in  the  last  five  years,   we  have  probably  spent 
about  equal  ainounts  of  time,   although  the  investor-owned 
proj ects  would  be  considerably  smal ler  in  number ,  because 
they  would  have  been  bigger  projects,   so  there  has  been 
more  public  power  proj  ects  than  investor-owned  proj  ects . 

And  when  I  say  investor-owned  projects,  that 
would  be  including  Columbia  which  is  a  gas  system  and  not 
literally  an  electric  system. 

Both  of  those  together  would  probably  be  40 
percent  of  the  work  of  our  firm,   30  to  40  percent,   over  60 
to  70  percent  being  in  completely  different  areas 
altogether. 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDY:      So,    the  total,    3  0 
percent,  you  would  say  at  least  the  time-wise  and  you  can 
give  it  the  dollar  — 

DR.  WILSON:       I  would  say  in  time  and  billings 
it  would  probably  be  about  equal. 

In  terms  of  projects,  many  more  projects  on 
behalf  of  publicly  owned  enterprises  because  we  frequently 
work  for  publicly  owned  enterprises  in  rate  matters  before 
the  federal  regulatory  commission. 
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And   we   don't,    as   a   matter   of    course,    worK  for 
investor-owned  utilities   in  their  rate  case   f  il ings . 
We  typically  have  been  on  the  — 

We  typically  have  worked  for  entities  that  were 
questioning  rate  filings  as  opposed  to  being  the  advocates 
of  rate  filings. 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDY:       How  many  municipality 
analyses  have  you  been  working  on  personally? 

DR.  WILSON:       Less  than  ten.     I  can't  give  you 
an  exact  count.     I*ve  mentioned  four  or  five  that  actually 
went  to  —  that  went  to  trial  in  some  fashion.     And  there 
probably  have  been  three  or  four  others,   as  well, 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDY:        And  would  copies  of 
these  studies  be  available  to  us  should  — 

DR.   WILSON:       The  ones  that  have  —  the  ones 
that  have  gone  to  trial  and  that  are  in  the  public  domain, 
certainly.     And  those  would  be  the  two  that  have  been 
submitted  along  with  our  proposal.     That  would  be  the 
Gilbert  study  and  the  Page  study. 

In  addition  to  that,   I  can  provide  you  with  the 
Newark  study  because  that  was  something  that  did  go  to 
trial.     I  could  provide  you  with  the  Macena  study.  That 
is  something  that  went  to  trial. 

There  might  be  —  I  don't  recall  whether  there 
is  another  one  that  is  in  the  public  domain  or  not. 
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COMMISSIONER   NORMANDY:         And   these    studies  that 
had  outcomes,    were  these  outcomes  pretty  much  as  you  had 
predicted  or  proposed? 

DR.   WILSON:        I  would  say  that  they  were,   by  and 
large,   somewhere  in  between  what  the  utilities  had 
proposed  and  what  we  had  proposed. 

For  example,    in  the  case  of  Page,   Arizona,  our 
recommendation  as  to  an  evaluation  of  the  property  was  on 
the  order  of  2  to  $3  million.     Arizona  public  service  was 
seeking  10  to  $12  million.     And  the  final  amount  was  close 
to  4.     And  so  I  would  say  that,  to  a  certain  extent,  they 
were  in  between. 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDY:       On  the  evaluation 
process  itself,  do  you  have  any  leanings  as  to  which  — 

DR.   WILSON:        I  would  add  just  one  fact. 

Of  those  that  went  to  trial ,   we  were  successful 
in  the  sense  that  the  court  granted  municipalization  in 
each  of  those  cases . 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDY:        And  as  you  had 

proposed? 

DR.  WILSON:       With  the  exception  of  the  price 
thing  not  necessarily  being  exactly  the  same  price  that  we 
recommended . 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS :  Yes. 

How  did  that  price  stack  up?     Was  it  less  or 
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moire  r 

DR .    WILSON :        More . 

In  the  case  of  Page ,    it  was  about  4  mill  ion .  We 
had  recoinmended  2  to  3  • 

The  Macena  case  was  quite  awhile  ago,   but  I 
think  that  was  roughly  in  the  same  ballpark. 

Again,   the  utility  was  recommending,   as  I 
recall,    12  to  $15  million  in  that  case,   and  I  think  it  was 
resolved  at  around  4. 

So,   it  was  substantially  below  what  the  utility 
recommended  but  it  was  above  what  we  had  recommended. 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDY:        —  for  asking.      Do  you 
have  any  preference  or  any  philosophical  predisposition 
vis-a-vis  evaluation  of  any  property? 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:  Methodology? 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDY:  Methodology. 

DR.   WILSON:  Yes. 

I  think  that  the  income  approach  is  the  approach 
that  has  the  greatest  economic  merit  and  is  the  most 
appropriate  for  valuing  a  business  enterprise. 

I  think  that  the  reproduction  cost  new,  less 
depreciation  methodology  has  the  least  merit. 

There  are  capital  asset  models  that  are  pretty 

good . 

To  the  extent  that  you  can  get  comparable  sales, 
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comparable   sales   data    is   always   going   to   be    looRecl   at  as 
important  evidence  by  a  condemnation  court  because  they ' re 
so  used  to  deal ing  with  comparability  sales   in  real  estate 
and  other  types  of  condemnations . 

But  I  would  favor  the  income  approach  on  one 
extreme  as  being  very  good  and  characterize  the 
reproduction  cost  less  depreciation  method  as  being 
without  economic  merit, 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDY:       Have  you  used  these 
approaches  in  the  cases  that  you  referred  to  here? 

DR.  WILSON:       Yes.     I  have. 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDY:        You  did? 

DR.  WILSON:  Yes. 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDY:       Madam  President,  those 
are  all  the  questions  that  I  have . 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Thank  you,  Commissioner 

Normandy, 

Commissioner  Makras? 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS:        That  leads  right   into  my 

question. 

When  you  say  the  most  appropriate  approach  is 
the  income  approach,  which  approach  did  you  use  in  the 
Newark  argument  as  an  expert  witness? 

DR.  WILSON:       The  income  approach. 

I  also  presented  original  cost  less  depreciation 
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data ,    which    is   the   bases   evaluation   that    is   used    in  the 
regulatory  sphere.      And   I  thought  that  had  merit. 

I   opposed  the  reproduction  cost  --  depreciation. 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS :        Wouldn't   it  be   fair  to 
say  that  was  your  primary  argument? 

DR.   WILSON:       Than  what?     The  original  cost, 

new? 

(No  audible  answer. ) 

DR,  WILSON:       That  would  be  a  primary  argument 
as  to  what  the  util ity  would  gain  from  the  property  within 
the  regulatory  forum,  yes. 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS:       I'm  not  asking  you  if 
they  would  gain.     I'm  asking  you:     They  hired  you  as  an 
expert  witness,   so  what  were  you  — 

DR.   WILSON:       As  the  methodology  that  had  the 
most  merit,  the  income  approach. 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS:        Is  that  your  opinion 
today  or  was  that  your  opinion  in  the  Macena  case? 

DR.   WILSON:       Both.     My  opinion  today,   and  that 
was  my  opinion  at  that  time, 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS:        So,    it  hasn't  changed  in 
this  some  15-,   20-year  period. 

DR.   WILSON:       Oh,    I  would  say  it  matured  over 
time.     But  I  also  think  that  what  has  happened  in  that 
15-year  period  is  that  the  general  thinking  among  people 
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that   do   evaluation   analyses,    and   there   have   been  articles 
that  have  been  written  about  this   in  the  journals,    is  that 
the  income  approach  does  have  the  greatest  econoinic  merit 
that  derives  from  many  years  of  economists  saying 
discounted  cash  flow  models  are  the  best  way  of  evaluating 
those  enterprises . 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS :       I  guess  I'm  not  looking 
at  publications  and  what  you  read.     I'm  looking  at  what 
you  you  feel,  what's  in  your  blood. 

When  they  hired  you  in  the  case ,   what  was 

your  -- 

DR.   WILSON:       I  was  an  economist  then;   I'm  an 
economist  now.     And  I  think  — 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS:       Was  it  the  income 
approach  or  was  it  the  cost  approach.     Which  was  your 
number  one  argument? 

DR.   WILSON:       They're  not  — 

If  you're  talking  about  original  cost  new  less 
depreciation  — 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS:  Yes. 

DR.  WILSON:       —  and  the  income  approach, 
they're  not  mutually  exclusive - 

The  income  approach  was  the  methodology  that  I 
recommended.     But  if  you  would  give  me  five  minutes,   I  can 
show  you  that  the  two  mathematically  are  an  identity  if 
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you're   talking   about   a   regulated  public  utility. 

A  regulated  public  utility  has  a  rate  base.  The 
rate  base   in  all   50  states  today   is  original   cost  less 
depreciation . 

The  utility  is  permitted  to  earn  a  rate  of 
return  on  that  rate  base ,   which  is  defined  as  the  cost  of 
the  capital.     And  it's  permitted  to  recover  its 
investments  in  that  rate  base  through  depreciation  over 
time . 

So  there  are  two  things  and  only  two  things  that 
the  utility  gets  over  and  above  its  operating  costs. 

One,    it  gets  to  recover  dollar  for  dollar, 
through  depreciation ,   the  money  that  is  invested  in  the 
rate  base. 

Secondly,    it  gets  to  earn  a  rate  of  return  on 
the  undepreciated  balance,   that  rate  of  return  being  the 
cost  of  capital . 

Now  if  you  do  a  discounted  cash  flow,   and  you 
calculate  what  the  present  value  is  of  recovering  that 
stream  of  depreciation,   and  also  what  the  stream  of  value 
is  from  recovering  the  rate  of  return  on  the  undepreciated 
balance,   it's  going  to  mathematically  equate  to  the 
original  cost  less  depreciation. 

And  I  have  that  mathematical  proof,   and  that 
argument  is  set  forth  in  the  materials  I've  submitted  to 
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the  Commission. 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS :         I    follow  that. 

In  your  experience,    if  that's  how  you  approach 
it  basically  is  from  the  rate  base,    in  your  experience, 
where  have  the  courts  come  down? 

Have  the  courts  come  down  supporting  your  number 
one  position  based  on  the  rate  base  or  have  the  courts 
come  down  on  actual  value  or  today's  value? 

Where  have  the  courts  come,   now  I*ve  heard 

your  -- 

DR.   WILSON:       Oh,    I've  — 

What  do  you  mean  by  "actual  value"? 

Are  you  saying  the  income  value  or  the  original 
cost  less  depreciation  is  not  value? 

Have  you  got  a  different  value  concept  that  you 
want  to  propose  to  me? 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS:       Well,   according  to  your 
Page  study,   there  was  a  different  value. 

You  testified  this  afternoon  that  you  came  up 
with  a  value  of  between  2  and  3  million,   and  it  was  set  at 
4  million.     That  means  that  they  didn't  take  your 
recommendation.     They  went  somewhere  beyond  that.     So,  I'm 
exploring  where  they  went  beyond  that. 

DR.   WILSON:  Okay. 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS:        In  other  words,  they 
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didn  '  t   buy   your   argument   or   your   position .      Ttiey  found 
something  in  between. 

I  want  to  see  whether  that  in  between  is 
something  close  or  something  far, 

DR.   WILSON:       Well,   you're  not  exactly  right, 
but  I  probably  misled  you.     So,   let  me  clarify  the 
problem. 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS :       Well,   go  back  to  my  — 

DR.   WILSON:       I  know.     Let  me  paint  you  a 
clearer  picture. 

In  the  Page  case,   there  were  two  proceedings, 
There  was  a  proceeding  in  which  the  taking  took  place,  in 
which  Page  actually  took  over  and  began  operating  the 
electric  utility  facilities  in  and  around  the  City  of 
Page ,   Arizona . 

At  that  time,   the  court  did  not  determine  a 
final  value  but  rather  required  Page  to  post  a  bond .  And 
I  testified  as  to  value  in  that  proceeding.     And  the  court 
adopted  my  recommendation  as  to  the  bond  value  that  Page 
was  required  to  post  in  order  to  do  the  taking  and  become 
the  operator  of  the  electrical  utility. 

Subsequent  to  that  time,   a  schedule  was 

established  by  the  court  for  a  jury  trial  in  which  a  jury 

of,   I  forget  what  it  was,   six  or  twelve  citizens  was  to 

determine  what  the  dollar  value  was. 
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And   this   was    a    fairly   drawn-out   procedure . 
There  were  reports   filed.      There  were  depositions  taken . 
And  on  the  courthouse  steps ,   the  lawyers  for  the  City  of 
Page  and  the   lawyers   for  Arizona  Publ ic  Service  Company 
entered  into  an  agreement,    into  a  settlement.     And  the 
case  was  settled  before  the  matter  ever  went  to  the  jury. 

And  the  settlement  was  approximately  $4  million, 
which  was  higher  than  the  posting  and  was  higher  than  what 
I  had  recommended. 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS :  Okay. 

In  your  experience  being  around  in  the  field  for 
20  years  —  we  are  looking  at  before  (unintelligible) 
courts  interpret ,   do  you  believe  courts  lean  with  your 
preferred  argument ,   which  is  the  income  approach ,   which  is 
your  —  to  the  original  cost  minus  depreciation  and  the 
whole  formula,   or  do  they  lean  in  a  direction  of  present 
value  or  somewhere  along  that? 

DR.   WILSON:       Present  value  is  the  income 
approach.     If  you  discount  income,   you  get  a  present 
value. 

And  I  would  honestly  say  that  the  courts  differ 
from  state  to  state.     These  things  don't  take  place  in 
federal  courts.     They  take  place  in  state  courts. 

And  state  courts  in  New  York  may  be  different 

from  state  courts  in  Delaware  and  may  be  different  from 
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state   courts    in   Airizona    or  California. 

I   could  give  you  some  specif ics  about  New  York 
and  some  of  the  unique  things  that  we  had  to  be  concerned 
about  because  of  the  precedent  of  the  New  York  state 
boards,    and  I  can  tell  you  how  that  differed  from  the 
precedents  that  we  were  concerned  about  in  the  State  of 
Delaware . 

And  I  can  tell  you  how  that  differs  from  the 
precedents  in  Arizona.     But  I  can't  characterize  for  you 
how  all  courts  would  feel  on  this  because  it's  a  matter  of 
state  law  and  it  will  just  vary  from  one  state  to  another. 

Many  of  these  determinations  are  not  made  by  the 
judges  anyway.     They're  made  by  juries. 

And  the  Arizona  case  was  one  in  which  the 
citizens  would  have  determined  what  the  condemnation  price 
was . 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS :       Of  the  five  or  six  cases 
that  you've  done  studies  or  testified  for,  how  many  were 
in  California  and  how  many  had  populations  of  over 
500, 000? 

DR.   WILSON:       You're  talking  now  just  about 
condemnation  cases .     None . 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS:       Madam  President,  that's 

all  my  questions . 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Thank  you.     Any  other 
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qu  estions? 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS :        One   other  question 
relative  to  the  size  of  your  staff   in  San  Francisco. 
Do  you  have  any  at  all? 
DR.    WILSON:  No. 

J.  W.  Wilson  and  Associates  does  not  have  a 
staff  in  San  Francisco.  LTJ  does.  They're  small.  I 
think  it's  a  two-  or  three-person  operation . 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        I  would  like  to   follow  up 

on  that. 

What  portion  of  the  contract  do  you  expect  LTJ 

to  do? 

DR,  WILSON:       With  respect  to  obtaining 
materials  and  interacting  with  the  staff  of  the  utilities 
commission,  with  Hetch  Hetchy,   I  would  think  significant. 
I  would  think  there  would  be,   certainly  at  least,  weekly 
contact  and  things  that  were  being  done  on  a  regular  basis 
by  LTJ, 

In  terms  of  the  policy  issues  and  the  evaluation 
analysis,   I  propose  to  be  substantially  involved  in  that 
myself.      I  do  have  several  other  significant  projects  that 
we  are  doing  in  California,   for  government  agencies  in 
California,   at  the  present  time,     I  do  spend  a  significant 
amount  of  my  time  here. 

But  I  think  it's  going  to  be  a  situation  in 
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which   we    are   working   substantially  with   California    from  a 
Washington   location,    which  is  not  difficult  to  do  with  the 
types  of  computer  and  communications  technology  that  exist 

today. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        I  think  — 
A  COMMISSIONER:       To  be  more  specific  rather 
than  spreading  it  out,  maybe  in  dollar  amounts,  how  much 
do  you  think  would  stay  in  San  Francisco  and  how  much 
would  not  be  in  San  Francisco? 

DR.   WILSON:       The  dollar  proposal,    out  of 
$150,000  that's  allocated  to  the  project,   $25,000  of  that 
is  LTJ's  budget  and  $125-  is  J.   W.   Wilson  and  Associates' 
budget. 

A  COMMISSIONER:       Thank  you, 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Thank  you  very  much.  Dr. 

Wilson . 

Larry? 

MR.   KLEIN:       Thank  you.   Commissioners.     I  did 
that  math  in  my  spare  time. 

Wilson  proposed  17  percent  San  Francisco 
participation.     ETAG  has,    I  believe,    69  percent.  Alliance 
strategies  is  approximately  35  percent.     Those  numbers 

UNIDENTIFIED  VOICE:       What  is  Alliance? 

MR.   KLEIN:        35.      If  I  * ve  misdone  anybody, 
please  let  me  know. 
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CHAIRPERSON    OTSEA :  69    and    3  5  .       Olcay  . 

The  next  bidder   is   ETAG . 

Would  you  state  your  name,  please? 

MR.    KNECHT:        Yes,      My  name   is  Ron  Knecht ,  for 
the  reporter ' s  benefit .      I  *  m  president  of  the  Economic  and 
Technical  Analysis  Group ,   which  is  based  here  in  San 
Francisco . 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       And  you  submitted  the 
incomplete  Chicago  study ;   is  that  correct? 

MR.   KNECHT:     We  submitted  the  in-progress 
Chicago  study. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        Incomplete,  in-progress. 
Well,   that  was  a  little  unclear.     I  didn't  know  if  Chicago 
hadn*t  paid  you  or  what  had  happened,   but  it  is  in 
progress . 

MR.   KNECHT:      It  is  in  progress.     And  success 
there  has  been  in  terms  of  reducing  the  rates  paid. 

The  City  of  Chicago  has  not  yet  elected 
municipalization.     And,   frankly,   I  don't  expect  them  to. 

I  might  just  add  one  thing.     You  asked  about 
other  large  studies.     We  did  — 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:  Yes. 

MR,   KNECHT:       Principals  in  our  group,  including 

myself  in  both  cases,   did  studies  for  the  cities  of 

Sacramento  and  Memphis,     Sacramento  was  what  was  called 
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the    Quest    pr-oject.       This   was    something    of  a 

dexnunicipalization   study.      It   concerned  the   future   of  the 
Rancho  Seco  nuclear  unit  and  whether  SMUJ   should  stay  in 
the  municipal  electric  business ,   which ,    taking  them  in 
order,   they  finally,   eventually,   after  false  starts ,  they 
shut  down  Rancho  Seco,   and  they  did  stay  in  the  municipal 
business , 

In  the  case  of  Memphis,  we  were  retained  to  do 
study  upon  the  expiration  of  their  major  power  supply 
contract  with  TBA  as  to  what  their  future  strategic  and 
resource  options  were.     And  we  helped  them  through  that. 

And  eventually,  they  signed  a  new  and  better 
contracts  with  TBA. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       All  right.     I'm  going  to 
ask  pretty  much  the  same  questions  of  all  the  contestants 
of  all  the  bidders. 

Do  you  or  members  of  your  team  own  any  PG&E 

stock? 

MR,    KNECHT:  No. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Have  you  ever,    or  members 
ever,   worked  with  PG&E? 

MR.    KNECHT:        ETAG  has  billed  and  been  paid 
$1,091.03  by  PG&E.     I  believe  some  of  our  subcontractors, 
going  back  four  and  five  years,   as  well  as  myself  going 
back  earlier,   had  done  other  work  of  a  more  substantial 
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natur-e    for*    PG&E.       Within   the    last    thr-ee   years,     it   has  toeen 
a   thousand   and  ninety-one. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        How   far  back? 

MR.    KNECHT:      No  earlier  than  ten  years  ago, 
myself  and  Mr.   Sahara,   who  is  also  a  principal  in  ETAG, 
were  at  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission,  where 
we  were  senior  staff  members .     I  guess  PG&E  pretty  much 
considered  us  the  opposition  at  that  time. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Okay.      But  you  did  not  work 
for  PG&E.     You  worked  for  CPUC? 

MR.    KNECHT:        Oh,  yes. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Have  you  or  members  of  your 
team  ever  been  employed  by  or  served  on  the  board  of  a 
municipal  or  public  electricity  power  agency? 

MR.   KNECHT:       Actually,    one  of  the  ETAG 
principals,   Mr.    Birchee    (phonetic  spelling) ,    is  a  member 
of  the  Washington  Public  Power  Supply  system,  which 
provides  the  bulk  power  resources  for  the  municipal 
utilities  in  Washington,    the  State  of  Washington. 

He  was  — 

I  hasten  to  add,   he  was  appointed  to  that 

subsequent  to  the  big  default  debaucle  of  the  1980s. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        The  "whoops." 

MR.   KNECHT:       Yes,   the  "whoops"  problem. 

He  was  not  there  for  that.     He  * s  been  cleaning 
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up   the  xness- 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        Who   appointed  him? 

MR.    KNECHT:        I'm  not  —   I  think  it  was  Governor 
Laury .     It  might  have  been  President  Clinton ,   but  I  think 
it  was  the  governor .     I  think  that  is  where  those 
appointments  come  from . 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       And  he  is  a  principal  in 

your  firm? 

MR.  KNECHT:  Yes.  He'd  been  my  partner  in  ETAG 
since  the  first  day.  And  we've  worked  together  off  and  on 
for  22  years,   23  years,    in  different  venues  now. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        Is  any  member  of  your  firm 
or  are  you  on  the  board  of  any  —  of  any  advocacy  group 
that  advocates  public  power? 

MR.   KNECHT:     Not  now.     I  should  say  that  2  0  to 
22  years  ago  — 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        That's  too  long  ago, 

MR.   KNECHT:  Okay. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:     —  where  is  Gloria?  Where's 
Gloria.     Oh,   scooting  down  the  hall. 

Well,   I  rule  that  it  is  too  long  ago. 

With  your  expertise,   have  you  been  called  on  to 
be  a  paid  expert  witness  in  rate  cases  and  related  cases? 

MR.   KNECHT:       Many  times,    in  many  kinds  of 
cases,   in  some  25  or  more  jurisdictions. 
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CHAIRPERSON   OTSEA :         And    do   you  usually 
represent  one  side  or  the  other? 

MR.    KNECHT:        Actually,    one  of  the  things  we 
emphasized  in  our  proposal  and  in  the  notes  that  we 
suppl ied  the  committee  with  is  that ,   in  fact ,   we  made  it  a 
point  of  our  business  strategy ,    the  center  of  our  business 
strategy,   to  work  for  all  kinds  of  interests  in  the 
business  and  not  be  captive  to  any  one  viewpoint. 

We  have  worked  extensively  for  investor-owned 
utilities  of  all  kinds.     We ' ve  worked  extensively  for 
municipal  and  other  public  power  and  state  agencies. 
We ' ve  worked  extensively  for  regulatory  commissions ,  for 
private  power  producers  and  for  consumer  and  environmental 
groups . 

I'm  sure  I've  missed  somebody  there,  but 
basically  we  have  worked  — 

Oh,   even  for  the  federal  government. 
CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        Oh,  my. 

Just  a  ballpark,  what  percentage  was  —  if  you 

evenly  spread  — 

MR.   KNECHT:       I'd  say  there  is  no  part  of  the 
client  base  that  can  claim  more  than  25  percent  over  a 
long  period;  in  one  year,  perhaps. 

But  I  should  add,   by  the  way,   we've  worked  for 
the  bankruptcy  court  in  the  Tucson  Electric  bankruptcy. 
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CHAIRPERSON    OTSEA : 


And   paid   by   the   court,  as 


well . 


MR.  KNECHT: 


And  we  often  work  for  lawyers. 


They*  re  the  client. 


CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA: 


Did  you  or  your  team  play 


any  role  in  the  California  electrical  industry 


restructuring  proceedings  before  the  CPUC? 


MR.  KNECHT: 


Yes, 


Two  of  the  principals  on  our 


team  testified  in  the  restructuring  proceeding  and  were 
involved  extensively.     One  of  them,   Dr.  Marvin  Feldman,  a 
Ph . D,   economist ,    is  with  me  today .     The  other  is  Mr . 
Richard  McCann  up  in  Sacramento,   who  * s  all  but 
dissertationed  in  economics. 


and  Mr.   Birchee,   had  involvements  in  other  proceedings 
where  we  were         current,    recent  proceedings,   where  we 
were  required  to  become  familiar  with  the  details  of  those 
restructuring  proceedings  because  they  played  a 
significant  role  in  the  work  we  were  doing  there, 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       How  did  you  find  out  about 

our  study? 

Oh,   that's  right.     You  were  in  the  last 
go-round.     Strike  the  question. 

MR.   KNECHT:       Well,   the  first  time  we  found  out 
about  the  first  go-round  was  by  reading  the  Bay  Guardian, 
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quite  frankly. 

CHAIRPERSON   OTSEA :         Okay.       I    think   that's  all 

the  questions   I  have  right  now . 

1*11  start  with  Commissioner  Makras . 
COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS:        In  splitting  up  your  work 
and  no  client  having  more  than  25  percent,   when  you 
appeared  in  court  as  an  expert  witness,   when  you  come  up 
with  values,   did  you  share  the  same  percentage  on  which 
was  based  on  original  cost  versus  present  value  for  the 
share?     Where  are  you  at  with  that? 

MR.   KNECHT:       In  the  evaluation  proceedings,  I 
have  been  asked  by  clients,   including,   I  might  add,  PG&E 
in  one  case,   as  soon  as  we  finished  working  for  SMUD  and 
the  Quest  project,   they  said,   are  you  available  for 
something  else  for  us;  and  we  were. 

We  haven *t  taken  a  strong  position  as  to  what 
the  correct  valuation  approach  is.     We  have  been  asked 
mechanically  to  execute  all  of  them  at  various  times.  And 
that's  what  we  have  done. 

But  to  be  very  frank,   I  would  tell  you  that  I 
agree  with  Dr.  Wilson  on  one  point.     And  that's  that,  as 
an  economist,   I  prefer  the  income  approach. 

Having  said  that,   I  think  there  is  a  major 
distinction,  virtually  an  unbridgeable  gulf  between  us  on 
that,   because  the  income  approach,   as  you  were  getting  at 
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in    the    coll  oquy    with    Dir.    Wilson,    does    not  necessairily 
resolve  down   to  the   equivalent,    the  mathematical 
equivalent  of  the  original  cost  less  depreciation.  That 
happens  only  if  you  make  certain  assumptions. 

The  assumptions  there  are  that  you  basically 
ignore  what  we  call  stranded  costs  or  the  value  of  assets 
that  are  not  taken  where  the  value  of  those  not-taken 
assets  is  reduced  by  the  fact  that  the  taking  of  the 
assets  that  you're  valuing. 

By  and  large,   the  courts  have  recognized 
stranded  costs.     And  as  you  may  know,   the  California 
Public  Utilities  Commission  has  given  major  recognition  to 
it.     And  the  court  Order  888,   which  is  the  key  federal 
order  on  this  matter,   has  given  major  recognition  to  it. 

I  think  it's  very  much  at  the  center  of  this 
matter,   the  valuation  matter,   before  you. 

So,    I  agree  with  Dr.   Wilson  that  — 
We've  done  them  all.     As  an  economist,    I  prefer 
income-based  methods,   but  when  the  income-based  methods 
are  not  constrained  to  ignore  stranded  costs,   then  you  get 
much  higher  figures  than  original  cost  less  depreciation. 

I  might  add  also  that  I  understand  that  the 
courts  in  California  have  given  substantial  weight  to 
various  reproduction  cost  standards. 

And  I  agree,   again,  with  Dr.  Wilson  that  that 
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vairi  es    f  rom    state    to    state,    tout    irepirociuct  ion    costs  aire 
usua 1 ly  prefer red   over  or igina 1   costs    in  most 
j  urisdict ions . 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS :        Thank  you. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Commissioner  Normandy? 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDY:         President  Otsea  and 
Commissioners  Makras  have  both  asked  questions  that  I  was 
supposed  to  ask  for  myself,  because  obviously  objectivity, 
speaking  for  one  commissioner  is  important  as  much  as 
possible   (unintelligible).     And  you've  indicated  that, 
from  your  client  base,   client  mix,   that  there  is  no 
skewing  at  all. 

Philosophically,  you  don't  go  either  way.  There 
are  no  preconceived  philosophies  relative  to  valuation. 

I  picked  up  on  the  Guardian  article,   in  fact, 
that  you  have  done  work  for  Cleveland  and  Chicago;   is  that 
correct? 

(No  Audible  Reply.) 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDY:        So  these  would  be 
comparable  in  size  to  San  Francisco? 

MR.   KNECHT:       Yes.     Actually,    I  want  to  be 

clear. 

Mr.   Bodmer   (phonetic  spelling) ,   who  is  a 
subcontractor  in  this  matter,  who  is  coming  on  board  with 
ETAG,   has  done  the  Cleveland  and  Chicago  work.     And  I 
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think   that    is    very    compairaJDle . 

So  we  have  done  work   in  valuation  and 
municipalization  and  strategic  studies   for  Cleveland, 
Chicago,    Sacramento,   Memphis . 

We  have  done  some  work  for  PG&E  concerning 
valuation  of  distribution  system  areas  that  have  been 
taken  in  California,   both  in  a  court  case  and  in  a  BERK 
case,   where  it  wasn't  distribution,   it  was  a  production 
plant. 

We  have  also  worked  for  the  village  of  Wanecca 
(phonetic  spelling)   doing  a  range  of  rate-making  studies, 
the  full  range,   actually  designed  their  rates  in  the 
Chicago  area . 

And  I  think  there  is  probably  one  other  I»m 
forgetting. 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDY:        The  same  question  I 
asked  Mr.  Wilson.     In  those  studies,  which  are  now  public 
domain,   you  are   (unintelligible)   share  with  us  the  results 
of  these? 

MR.    KNECHT:  Yes. 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDY:        Did  these  results  skew 
in  any  way,    one  way  or  the  other,    relative  to  the 
valuation  processes  that  you  have  presented  in  each  of  the 
projects? 

MR.   KNECHT:       Well,   as  I  had  mentioned,  I»ve 
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been    irequested    to    sponsoir   tlie   veir-ious    Kintis  of 
valuation   —   since   I   might   add ,    as   an  economist ,    I  also 
have  to  confess,    I*  ve  also   finished  my  J . D .      I  haven ' t 
taken  the  Bar ,    so  Commissioner  — 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:      (unintelligible)  around. 
MR.    KNECHT:      I  also  can  * t  help  you  on  your  cold. 
My  doctorate  is  not  a  medical  one  either. 

But  as  an  economist  and  as  a  J.D.,  my  argument 
would  be  that,   while  one  may  and  should  prefer  certain 
valuation  methods,   each  of  them,   including  comparable 
sales,   including  reproduction,   and  especially  the  income 
method,   contributes  something.     And  that's  why  it*s  good 
to  look  at  all  of  them. 

Our  approach  in  this  project,  by  the  way,  would 
be  to  look  at  all  of  them  and  to  review  the  case  law  in 
California  including  the  settled  cases. 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDY:       Give  us  a  little  bit 
more  information  or  your  local  presence. 

MR.   KNECHT:      I*m  here  in  the  City.      Dr.  Feldman 
is  here  in  the  City.     Grace  Rheas,  who  just  received  her 
MBA  from  the  University  of  San  Francisco  is  here  in  the 
City.     Mr.   Sahara,  my  partner,    is  a  country  squire  up  in 
Sonoma  County.     He  keeps  his  office  up  there. 

M  Cubed   (phonetic  spelling)   has  offices  both  in 
San  Francisco  and  in  Sacramento. 
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I    guess    the    upshot    is,     it   cJepencis    on   tiow  you 
parse    it,    but   I   would   accept  Mr.    Klein's   estimate   of  69 

percent  as  being  accurate . 

I   forgot  one  other  thing,    our  joint  venture 
partner ,    our  ma j or  sub ,    Cerbatos  and  Associates  is  here  in 
the  City. 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDY:        Thank  you. 
CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Thank  you, 
I  would  like  to  follow  up  on  that. 
What  percent  of  the  contract  will  be  performed 
by  Cerbatos? 

MR.   KNECHT:     No  more  than  2  0  percent,   I  believe. 
Let  me  check  what  the  proposal  says. 

It  lists  20,   and  Bodmer,   who  did  the  Chicago  and 
Cleveland  studies,   for  at  least  20,  also. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       And  the  rest  is  done  by 
your  firm.     You  have  the  capability  to  handle  the  entire 
study? 

MR.   KNECHT:       I  think  our  team  does. 

We  assembled  a  team  of  people  who,   while  they're 
not  all  formally  with  our  firm  —  some  of  them  are,  some 
of  them  aren't  —  but  we  have  a  long  history  of  working 
together  as  subcontractors  for  each  other  and  as 
colleagues  at  other  firms. 

Dr.   Feldman  and  I  were  economists  at  Dames  and 
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Mooxre    ten    yea  its    ago.       And   we've   woirJceci  we've 

collaborated   since   then . 

Likewise ,    Mr .   McCann  was  one  of  our  colleagues 

at  Dames  and  Moore,     And  he  and  I've  been  through 
spectromechanomics  and  QED  research  together.     And  we  have 
worked  on  Memphis  and  SMUD  studies  together  and  various 
others . 

My  partners,   Mr,   Birchee  and  Mr.   Sahara,  I'm 
afraid  if  I  tell  you  that  it's  approaching  20  years  in 
each  case,   I'll  give  away  my  age,   but  we've  worked 
together  at  great  length. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       You've  confused  me  a 

little. 

You  said  you  had  received  in  the  last  three 
years  $1091  from  PG&E. 

MR.    KNECHT:  Yes. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       But  you  did  an  evaluation 
for  PG&E.     That  wasn't  the  $1,091? 
MR.    KNECHT:  No. 

That  goes  back  further.     That's  in  the  four-  to 
ten-year  range,   going  back.     And  I  haven't  looked  up  the 
amount  of  money  on  that. 

My  recall  is  that  it  was  clearly  in  the 
five-figure  range  over  the  course  of  a  couple  of  years. 

I  think  it  was  probably  low  to  the  middle  five 
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ficfur-es,     soTnewheire    in    the,    you    know,    the    20—    to    30—    rrancge . 
UNIDENTIFIED  VOICE:         Could   you   be  more 

specific,    if  you  can? 

MR.    KNECHT:        That  one  — 

Yes.      I  can  be  very  specific  on  that  one. 

That  was  in  1988/89.     The  other  evaluation 
project  which  involved  the  hydro  units,   and  which  I  might 
brag,   the  U.S.   appeals  court  adopted  my  position  on  the 
major  issues  in  that  case,   that  * s  deferred,   was  in  1990. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Thank  you. 

And  those  were  both  PG&E? 

MR.    KNECHT:  Yes. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        When  did  you  leave  — 
I  should  ask:     How  long  were  you  with  CPUC? 
MR.   KNECHT:        I  was  with  California  Public 
Utilities  Commission  from  1979  through  1986,   and  for  two 
years  that  I  had  been  with  the  California  Energy 
Commission  as  a  commissioner's  advisor  and  a  senior  staff 

member  there. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       What  was  your  position  at 

CPUC? 

MR.   KNECHT:       I  was  head,   at  various  times  of 
the  special  economic  projects  branch,   along  with  my 
partner,  Mr.   Sahara.     And  I  was  also  a  member  of  all 
public  staff  management  committees. 

 4  3 

Mae  J.   Chu  Reporting  415/386-9018 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


Z    did    spend    about    six    to    eight   inonths    heading  up 
the   PUC • s    first   study   of   transportation   re-  or 
deregulation ,  also. 

But  mostly,    it  was  in  the  gas,    electric,  some 
water  and  some  telecom  areas , 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       I  think  those  are  all  my 

questions . 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Knecht. 

MR.   KNECHT:       And  thank  you  for  the  opportunity 

to  appear. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       And,    finally,  Alliance. 
You're  going  to  make  the  presentation? 
MR.  WATSON:  (Unintelligible) 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       You  wrote  it  down.      I  don't 
have  to  reask  them. 

How  many  California  studies  have  you  done? 

MR.   WATSON:       Basically  with  respect  to  people 
that  were  involved  in  a  pro j ect ,   we  have  one  person ,   Mr . 
Tom  Barham   (phonetic  spelling) ,   who  was  a  20-year  employee 
with  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric,   who  was  terminated  with  the 
company ,   who  also  owns  shares  of  stock  in  the  company . 

Mr,   Barham  has  prepared  an  affidavit,   in  written 

form.     But  if,   in  fact,   we  get  involved  in  the  project  in 

any  manner,   if  there  is  considered  to  be  a  conflict,  then 

Mr.   Barham  will  divest  himself  of  those  securities. 
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Fuirther-mor-e  ,     I    think    the    Commiss  ion    slnoulca  Know 
that ,    in   fact ,    i  f  we   are  going   to   j  eoparclize   our   ab  il  ity 
to  help  San  Francisco ,    the  County  and  the  City ,    that  we 
would  take  Mr .    Barhaiu  off  the  pro  j  ect  even  though  all  that 
he  was  going  to  do  on  the  pro j  ect  was  to  work  on  the 
questionnaire  and  to  gather  municipal  information  as  to 
why  successes  had  come  about  and  why  some  had  failed . 
That  was  5  percent  of  the  project. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       What  position  does  Mr. 
Barham  hold  in  your  firm? 

MR.  WATSON:     My  inkling  of  that  is  Mr.  Barham 
was  somewhat  below  manager  level  but  somewhat  above 
supervisor. 

Correct  me. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Mr.   Barham?     What  is  your 

position? 

MR.   BARHAM:       In  PG&E  or  in  — 

CHAIRPERSON  TSEA:        No.      In  this. 

MR.   WATSON:       Oh,    I'm  sorry. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        I  meant  in  this. 

MR.   WATSON:       His  position  in  this  particular 

contract  as  I've  described,   and  I'm  sorry  if  I 

misinterpreted  your  question,  was  to  work  on  the 

municipalization  review;   in  other  words,   which  ones  had 

been  successful,  why  had  they  been  successful,   which  ones 
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had    f  a  i  led    and    why    did    they    fail,     to    an    oveirv  iew    of  how 
municipal    rates   compared   to   local   ut il it ies   providinq    1  ike 

and  similar  service . 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        Is  he  a  partner  or 

MR.   WATSON:       Mr.    Barham  was  retained  by  ASI  to 

do  marketing  work  in  the  Northern  California  and  Southern 

California  areas.     And  he's  not  a  partner  in  ASI.     He  * s  an 

associate . 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        Well,    you  know  the 
background  of  this. 

MR.  WATSON:       I  am  very  much  aware  of  it. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        It  is  not  our  particular 
concern,   but  it  is  certainly  the  concern  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  that  if  anyone  has  ever  had  $1,091  that  they 
would  be  disqualified. 

No.     I'm  being  facetious.     But  it  is  a  problem. 
We  cannot  have  anyone  on  this  who  has  worked  for  PG&E. 

No.     My  question  was:     Have  you  done  any  other 
feasibility  studies  in  California? 

MR.   WATSON:       Yes.     We  have,   as  well  as 
reviewing  feasibility  studies  that  have  been  conducted  in 
California . 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:     Any  in  cities  over  200- 

population? 

MR.   WATSON:        Over  2  00? 
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CHAIRPERSON    OTSEA:  200,000. 

MR.    WATSON :         Okay .       I   was   going   to    say    I   have  a 
lot  of  them  over  200. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        No.      No.  200,000. 

MR.   WATSON:        I  don't  think  very  many  people 
could  say  that  they  have  done  municipalization  studies  for 
cities  with  over  200,000  in  population  and  completed  those 
studies. 

As  was  mentioned  earlier,   Chicago  is  ongoing  but 
it's  been  ongoing  for  a  long  time. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Well,   that  keeps  the 

consultants  happy. 

MR.   WATSON:        Not  ASI . 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Have  you  or  are  any  member 
of  your  team  ever  been  employed  by  or  settled  —  or  served 
on  the  board  of  a  municipal  or  public  electric  power 
agency? 

MR.  WATSON:  No,  except  for  Mr.  Bueller,  who 
was  employed  briefly  by  Trinity  County,  if  that  was  the 
question . 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Are  you  frequently  called 
on  as  an  expert,   paid  witness  in  rate  cases  or  similar 
proceedings? 

MR.  WATSON:       I  hate  to  liken  it  to  being  a  paid 
witness,   but  I  think  in  my  last  count,    in  about  1983,  I 
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testified    some    X  5  O    t  imes  ,     at    that    j  unctuire ,     in    water  , 
steam  heat ,    and  electric    in   seven   states   and  before  ttie 

federal  energy  regulatory  commission - 

Since  that  time ,    I ' ve  sponsored  numerous  other 
testimonies  relative  to  acquisitions  and  mergers, 
litigation,   municipalization,   property  valuations  in  the 
western  part  of  the  United  States. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:     And  has  your  firm  in  these 
cases  done  the  preliminary  paperwork? 

MR.   WATSON:       Yes,     We  have. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Did  you  or  any  member  of 
your  team,   did  you  have  any  involvement  in  the  California 
electrical  and  municipal  industry  restructuring 
proceedings  before  the  CPUC? 

MR,  WATSON:     Only  in  an  advisory  role.  We 
didn't  serve  on  any  of  the  committees  directly. 

An  example  of  that  would  be  we  worked  with  Mr. 

Wood  out  of  the  City  of  Pittsburg  relative  to 

restructuring  issues  and  the  MIT  proposal  as  it  would 

relate  to  that  city  and  what  we  felt  was  doable.     He  made 

the  presentations  in  front  of  the  California  Public 

Utility  Commission . 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       How  did  you  find  out  about 

our  study? 

MR.   WATSON:       We  found  out  about  your  study 
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CHAIRPERSON   OTSEA :         Were   you   sol i cited? 

MR .    WATSON :        No .      We  sol icited  the  City  of  San 
Francisco.     We  visited  your  offices  and  wanted  to  be 
involved  in  deregulation  as  it  should  relate  to  this  City. 

In  pursuit  of  that,  we  were  advised  that  you 
were  going  out  for  the  second  try  at  a  pref easibility 
study.     And  so  we  got  on  the  mailing  list.     Otherwise,  I 
doubt  if  we  would  have  known  about  it. 

There's  three  of  us  that  have  colds. 
CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Yes.     I  was  going  to  say, 

you  sound  almost  like  me. 

What  percentage  of  the  firm's  work  will  be  done 

in  San  Francisco? 

MR.  WATSON:       Excluding  the  work  that  was  to  be 
provided  by  Mr.   Barham,   35  percent  of  the  work,   at  a 
minimum,  will  be  provided  through  a  minority  business 
located  in  San  Francisco.     That  is  Barta  Wells'  firm. 
He's  also  provided  other  assistance  to  Hetch  Hetchy  water 

on  other  matters. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       And  your  team  can  do  the 

work  on  the  entire  package? 

MR.   WATSON:  Yes. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       The  remaining  team,  I 
should  say. 
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MR .    WATSON  :       Yes  .       The    irema  ining    team    can    clo  ttie 
entire  package. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        All   right.      I  believe  those 

are  my  questions . 

I'll  start  with  you  this  time,  Mr.  Makras, 
COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS:       Of  the  times  you've 

testified,   I  think  you  have  indicated  you've  testified 

about  150  times,   could  you  share  your  preference  on 

evaluating,  where  you  lean,   if  anywhere? 

MR.  WATSON:       Are  we  talking  about 

methodologies? 

(No  audible  reply.) 

MR.  WATSON:       I  listened  to  Mr.   Wilson's,   or  Dr. 
Wilson's  statement  as  to  a  way  to  approach  valuation.  And 
I  agree  with  him,   but  I  think  that  as  foundation  you  do 
original  cost  depreciated  before  you  can  do,   let's  say,  a 
discounted  cash  flow  analysis.     You  need  to  know  that. 

With  that  as  a  lead-in,    I  think  my  preference, 
once  that's  established,   and  it's  aligning  itself  very 
well  with  the  court  decisions  that  have  come  out  recently 
in  California  such  as  the  El  Torres  case,   is  to  look  at 
the  value  that  the  investor  has  in  properties. 

In  other  words,  if,  in  fact,  the  investor's  book 
value  was  $20  a  share  and  the  market  price  for  those  share 
is  exactly  $20,  then  I  think  one  can  argue  that  book  value 
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was    a    feasonatole    price ,     and    then    to    take    into  account 
other  nuances   that  would  have  to  do  with   severance   and  how 

well   the  municipal  wanted  to  be  protected   from  the  other 
system . 

In  other  words,   the  higher  up  in  the  food  chain 
that  you  go,   the  closer  to  the  generation,   the  more  you're 
going  to  spend  for  the  properties. 

And  the  last  issue  that  needs  to  be  resolved  is 
the  public  interest,   I  think  that's  what  the  courts  came 
down  with  on  the  El  Torres  evaluation,  was  the  public 
interest  was  demonstrated  to  be  such  that  if  El  Torres 
would  have  been  sold  for  book  value  then  other  customers 
would  have  had  demonstrably  more. 

So,   the  price  that  was  actually  established  by 
the  courts  came  out  to  be  about  1.7  times  book  value. 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS :       You  offered  that  one  of 
your  associates  would  divest  himself  if  he 
(unintelligible).     I  think  it's  a  nice  offer.     Mr.  Wilson 
indicated  that  they  owned  one  share  in  virtually  every 
utililty . 

How  many  shares  are  we  talking  about?  What's 

the  ownership? 

MR.  WATSON:       Of  Mr.  Tom  Barham? 
(No  audible  reply.) 

MR.   WATSON:     I  have  no  clue,   but  I  have  a  signed 
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affidavit    thiat    oregairdless    of    how    many    there    are  ,     if    we  get 
the   project,    he  *  11   divest  himself   of  them. 

If  you'd  like  a  copy,    I'll   leave  it. 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS :        No.      I   don't  need  to  see 

it .     If  you  don  *  t 

MR.  WATSON:     I  do  know  that  they  are  vested  in  a 
401K  plan,   which  he  took  away  from  the  company  when  he 
left.     That  leaving  of  the  company  wasn't  necessarily  of 
his  choosing. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        Commissioner  Normandie? 
COMMISSIONER  NORMANDIE:       Back  to  the  same 
question  we  asked  the  other  two  bidders. 

Give  us  the  mix  of  clients  and  information- 
MR.   WATSON:       For  the  last  seven  years,    I  We 
been  —  as  an  independent  consultant,   the  majority  of  my 
work,  probably  90  percent,   has  been  for  smaller 
enterprises,   publicly  held  cities,   and  cooperatives.  The 
other  10  percent  has  been  in  litigation  matters  and  for 
private  companies . 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDIE :  Investor-owned 

utilities? 

MR.   WATSON:       Investor  owned. 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDIE:       And  would  you,  should 
the  need  arise,   be  able  to  provide  us  with  copies  of  any 
of  the  feasibility  proposals  that  you  prepared  — 
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CHAXRPERSON     OTSEA  :  Can  '  t     heair     yovi  , 

Commissioneir  , 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDIE:         Regarding  the 

feasibility  projects  that  your  firm  may  have  put  together, 
would  you,    like  the  other  two  bidders,   be  able  to  provide 
us  with  copies  should  the  need  arise? 

MR.   WATSON:       There  are  feasibility  studies  that 
I've  personally  prepared  — 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDIE:       That  are  in  the  public 


domain? 


MR-  WATSON:       —  that  are  in  the  public  domain. 


I  think  that  would,   in  magnitude,  be  over  50  studies.  And 
I  could  provide  copies  of  most  of  those.     It  would  take  a 
while  to  gather  them  together. 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDIE:  (unintelligible) 

Thank  you. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Any  other  guestions? 
(No  audible  reply.) 

CHAIRPESON  OTSEA:       What  is  your  profession? 

Are  you  an  economist? 

MR.   WATSON:       No.     I'm  kind  of  a  generalist.  I 
had  an  undergrad  degree  in  economics,    one  in  mathematics 
and  one  in  finance.     And  I  have  the  eguivalent  of  a 
master»s  degree  in  finance,   but  I»m  not  an  economist. 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDIE:        Two  other  guestions  I 
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forgot     to     ^sJc  - 

CHAIRPERSON    OTSEA :  Yes,  commissioner 

Normandie - 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDIE :        In   local   presence ,  can 
you  give  us  an  idea  of  that . 

Your  local  presence?     How  many  people  do  you 
have  in  San  Francisco ,    if  you  are  located  here ,   and  where 
else? 

MR.  WATSON:       With  our  alliance,   and  that's  not 
a  play  on  words,   with  Barta  Wells,   we  have  two  or  more 
people  in  San  Francisco  that  we  could  rely  upon.     And  the 
rest  of  our  staff  are  in   (unintelligible)   Oregon,     That  * s 
right  outside  of  Portland. 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDIE:  (Unintelligible) 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       One  question  will  do  it? 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDIE:  Yes. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Anything  further, 
Commissioner  Makras? 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS:  No. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:         Thank  you  very  much. 
MR.   WATSON:       Thank  you. 
(Unintelligible) 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        I  hope  mine  holds  out  until 
the  end  of  the  meeting. 

MALE  SPEAKER:       Madame  President,   I  have  a 
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negative     ireaotion     to     t-  1 1  <  ■     ;  .  t   ijnil.it    i  t  j  ti     t  li.it      w  t  ■     not  or 

that    we    continue    to    negotiate    with    number-    two    and  numtoeir 
three,    as    it  were,    once   a   selection  has  been  made,  I 
think,    pretty  much   in  the  same  principle  that  we  followed 
relative  to  the  awarding  of  the  contract  of  the  management 
to  Crystal  Springs  Golf  Course. 

When  we  settle  on  one,   let's  not  have  two  in  the 
wings,  you  know,   ready  to  do  number  one  in.     Let's  just  go 
with  that.     And  if  we  need  to  restart  the  process  because 
anything  has  fallen  through,  then  -- 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Well,   I  actually  share  your 

feelings  on  this.     On  the  other  hand,   I  have  asked  Mr. 

Klein  about  it,   and  he  feels  the  deadline  of  October  31, 

Halloween,  bearing  down  upon  him.     And  if  we  have  to  go 

through  the  process  again  — 

MALE  SPEAKER:       And  what  are  the  odds  of  our 

doing  that? 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Meeting  the  deadline? 

MR.   KLEIN:       We  have  no  reason  to  believe  that 
any  one  of  the  three  couldn't  meet  the  deadline. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       No.     But  if  you  have  to 

renegotiate . 

MR.   KLEIN:       Oh,   oh,   if  we  have  to  renegotiate, 
then  all  bets  are  off.     The  intent  — 

To  make  the  date,  we  have  to  move  very  rapidly 
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thirough     the     pirooess  .         I     don't     irexnemtoeir    Viow     mainy  exetctXv 

how   many    days    we    have    for    contr-act    negotiation.       But    it  •  s 
de   minimus.      So,    we  have  to   drive   through.      But  that's 
true   for  every  phase  of  this  thing.      There's  the  absolute 
itiinimum  number  of  days  available. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       That  was  my  only  concern 
about  your  suggestion,   Commissioner  Normandy,   that  if 
indeed  the  number  one  contractor  cannot  perform,  will  not 
perform,  we  haven't  got  the  luxury  of  time. 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDIE:        Is  there  —  but  you  — 
Mr.   Klein,   you  seem  to  feel  that  every 
indication  is  such  that  any  one  of  the  three  contractors 
could  see  this  process  through. 

MR.   KLEIN:       Well,   the  committee  had  some  clear 
preferences.     And  I  —  and  in  accordance  with  the  spirit 
of  the  committee,   the  committee  has  some  clear  preferences 
and  I  did  rank  them  —  and  I  agree  with  their  ranking,  so 
one,   two  and  three  have  a  preference  to  it. 
But  I  think  that  — 

Yes.     I  think  that  we  could  live  with  any  one  of 

them. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Did  I  hear  you  say  you 
agree  with  the  selection  somewhat? 

MR.   KLEIN:       Well,   only  in  the  sense  that  you 
know,    in  the  same  sense  that  I  agree  with  the  previous 
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selection.  It     was     cione     in     a  oo  o  ircl  eincre     witlT.     tl-ie  i— vaXes.  Xt 

was    signed    off    less    than    in    accor-tiance    with    the    irules  ;  so, 
therefore,    I    support  it. 

And  the  same  thing  happened  here.  So, 

therefore ,    I  support  it . 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        Thank  you. 

May  I  have  a  motion  to  close  the  public  hearing? 

COMMISSIONER  NORMANDIE:        So  moved. 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS :  Second, 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Moved  by  Commissioner 
Normandie,   seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras,   excuse  me,  all 
in  favor? 

(Audible  ayes. ) 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:  Opposed? 
(No  audible  nayes.) 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       The  public  hearing  is  now 

closed. 

 ooGoo  

COMMISSIONER  DISCUSSION 
CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        Discussion  by  the 

Commissioners . 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS:       Commissioner,    I  think  the 
real  issue  here  is,    in  a  takeover,   is  figuring  out  what 
the  property  is  worth.     And  we  We  got  to  put  our  focus  in 
on  that. 
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Anc3     we     have     tcD     iz>&     veiry     ir  e  a  1  i_  st  i_  c     that    we'  -xr& 

going    to    expect    a    f  ight    if    ther-e    is    a    taKeover  .       Ancl  ttie^ 
fight    is   going   to   be   the   community   arguing   one  price  and. 

the  util ity  arguing  another  price . 

And  what  we  need  is  a  study  that  is  so  balanced 
that  we  know  where  we're  going  to  go  and  how  practical  it 
is.     And  in  essence  that's  to  get  the  most  objective 
study. 

Of  the  three  bidders,   I  am  inclined  to  support 
ETAG.     And  unless  others  persuade  me  differently,  I'm 
willing  to  put  that  in  the  form  of  a  motion, 

I  like  that  they've  worked  on  several  larger 
projects  like  Chicago  and  Sacramento,   Cleveland.     I  think 
with  what  I've  heard  this  afternoon,   they  demonstrate  the 
best  understanding  in  equalizing  the  approaches  and 
assessing  the  value . 

I  think  that  Wilson  is  more  entrenched  in  one 

approach, 

I  liked  ETAG's  discussion  that  they  would  look 
at  how  they  would  approach  it.  They  would  look  at  court 
rulings  on  it.     That  is  the  type  of  analysis  that  we  need. 

ETAG  clearly  has  the  best  mix  of  clientele. 
They've  been  on  all  ends  of  it.     I  think  that's  very 
important  to  me.     Their  cooperation  with  TURN   (sic)  is 
superb . 
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I  •m     not     pa  IT  t  icu  1  £117  ly     oom  f  or-t=-eifc>  1  e     v/i-tln    \M2_i.s.or\  enr\ti 

theiar    appiroach    of    oiriginal    cost    basis.        I    "ttiirxK   we    need  a 
more   balance   —   that  we   have   to   look  at   all    of  them. 

I   respectfully  accept  them  saying ,    " 1 ' m  an 
economist  and  I  throw  it  out  this  way." 

To  get  the  most  objective  report,   you  weigh  all 
factors  equally  and  you  put  it  out.     And  then  you  justify 
which  approach  you  are  leaning  for  in  your  ultimate 
recommendation  with  the  substantiation  behind  that 
justification.  leaning  for  this  approach  because  of 

this  ruling,  because  of  these  court  rulings.     And  in 
California,  we  expect  this  type  of  ruling  because  of  these 
reasons . " 

And  I  think  that  they've  demonstrated  clearly 
that  that's     going  to  surface  the  most  out  of  their 

presentation . 

With  Alliance,   I  respect  that  they'll  divest 
themselves  with  the  stock.     I  think  that  that's  a  very  big 
thing  to  do.     They're  rated  the  least  on  the  scoring 
panel.     There's  a  substantial  difference. 

And  after  all  of  you  share  your  comments,  I 
would  be  in  a  position  to  put  that  in  the  form  of  a 
motion, 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:  Commissioner  Normandie? 
COMNISSIONER  NORMANDIE:        Madam  President,  I 
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cronouir     witJ-i     Comm  issioneir     IVIaKiras     in     that     tine     ><:e!y  i.nt 

irelative    to    this    whole    process    is    as   much    otoiectivity  as 
possible ,    because  we  '  re  going   to  be    in   a    f  ires  terra  as  to 
the  valuation  processes.      And  the  more  that  we  are  able  to 
bring  into  this  feasibility  study  as  much  objectivity  as 
we  can  with  no  preconceived  or  predispositions  to  any 
philosophies  I  think  the  better  served  the  City  of  San 
Francisco  will  be, 

A  second  and  third  cri-  —  a  second  criterion 
that  I  really  feel  is  important  is  the  track  record 
vis-a-vis  size  of  cities  and  metropolitan  areas  that  San 
Francisco  represents . 

And  yet  the  third  factor  is  accessibility  to  the 
local  people,  the  kind  of  turn-back  that  will  come  back  to 
benefit  San  Francisco  even  as  we  proceed  with  the  process. 

Having  said  that,  I  wish  to  make  no  negative 
comments  about  any  of  the  bidders  but  I  would  go  for  a 
resolution  that  would  award  the  bid  to  ETAG. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Thank  you,  Commissioner 

Normandie . 

Well,   I  think  we've  settled  it,     I  don't  really 

have  to  say  very  much. 

I,   too,  was  impressed  with  the  ETAG 
presentation.     And  one  of  the  things  that  swayed  me  in  the 
beginning,   and  I  know  you  got  preference  points  for  it, 
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w^s     tl-iat     you     eiire     located,     in     San     Firancisoo,         A.nci        e  '  ire; 

trying    as    much    as    possible    to    award   to    San    Franc  isco 
companies . 

The  availability  of  the  principals  to  me   is  also 
very  important.     While  I  agree  with  Dr.   Wilson  that  this 
is  no  longer  the  insurmountable  problem  that  it  used  to  be 
having  a  consultant  in  Washington,   it  still  isn»t  quite 
the  same  as  having  him  here.     So,   those  are  my  overriding 
concerns . 

While  I  appreciate  the  very  generous  offer  to 
divest  yourself  of  the  PG&E  stock,   I  do  not  think  it's 
going  to  fly  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors.     We»d  have  the 
same  battle  that  we  had  before. 

So,    it  really  comes  down  to  J.   W.   Wilson  and 
ETAG.     And  for  the  reason  articulated  by  both  of  you,  plus 
those  that  —  including,   I  might  add  that  Mr.  Knecht ' s 
involvement  with  CPUC  where  these  problems  come  up  daily, 
I,   too,   would  favor  the  award  to  ETAG. 

Commissioner  Makras,   do  you  want  to  make  the 

motion? 

COMMISSIONER  MAKRAS:       Yes.      I'll  make  a  motion 
to  approve  the  resolution  with  ETAG  and  eliminate  the 
language  which  suggests  that  if  it's  not  successful  we  go 
to  the  second  and  third  bidder,   so  it  would  be  exclusive 
negotiations . 
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COMMISSIONER     NORMAN  D  X  E  :  MaciaTU     t'lres  icieirt  ,  X 

would    second    the    amended    iresolution    as    proposed  by 
Commissioner  Makras . 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        Thank  you.      I   just  have  one 

question  of  Bayard. 

Have  all  three  qualified  as  far  as  the  Human 

Rights  Commission  is  concerned? 

Have  they  met  all  the  requirements? 

MR.   FONG:       Yes,   Commissioner,   all  three  of  the 
proposing  teams  did  meet  the  requirements. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       So  we  can  award  it  to  any 

one  of  the  three? 

MR.   FONG:  That's  correct. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       Thank  you. 

All  right.  Then,    on  the  question,    those  in 

favor,  aye? 

(Audible  ayes. ) 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:  Opposed? 
(No  audible  nayes.) 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        The  award  goes  to  ETAG. 
Congratulations,  Mr,  Knecht. 

Thank  you  gentlemen  for  coming.     And  I  want  to 
thank  the  committee.     And  I  don't  want  you  to  feel  that  it 
in  any  way  reflects  on  your  work.     We  appreciated  the  work 
you  have  done.     And  we  could  not  have  made  the  selection 
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MALE    SPEAKER:  Cominiss  loners  ,     X'll    sViaire  tnat 

with   the   committee.      I   don » t   think  there    is   a  committee 
member  here  today,    but  I  will   share  that  with  them. 

ANOTHER  MALE  SPEAKER:        Madam  President,    do  you 
think  that  it » s  appropriate  that  we  draft  a  letter  of 
appreciation  to  the  committee  so  we  can  acknowledge  their 
participation,  more  than  just  a  messenger  giving  it.  They 
did  put  in  a  lot  of  work.     They  were  very,  very  concerned. 
In  that  way,   they  know  it»s  very  personal  from  this 
Commission  to  them  rather  than  just  a  staff  member 

relaying  a  message. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:        I  agree. 

So,   Madam  Secretary,   if  you  will  arrange  to  have 
a  letter  sent  to  each  of  the  selected  committee  members. 
DR.  WILSON:  (unintelligible) 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:  Thank  you,    Dr.  Wilson. 

MALE  SPEAKER:        Thank  you. 

CHAIRPERSON  OTSEA:       We  appreciate  your  coming, 
both  of  you  having  come  from  out  of  town. 

Well,   that  completes  our  regular  calendar.  And 
we  are  now  going  into  closed  session. 

 ooOoo  
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CERTIFICATION 


I,    MAE  J.    CHU,    the  undersigned,    do  hereby 
certify   that   the   foregoing  City   and   County   of  San 
Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  Regular  Meeting  re 
Hetch  Hetchy  Water  and  Power  Hearing  was  transcribed  by  me 


from  a  tape 
Commission , 


recording  suppl led  by  the 
dated  May   28,    1996;  and 


Publ ilc  Util it ies 


That  I  further  certify 
or  attorney  for  either  or  any  of 
foregoing  proceedings ,  or  in  any 
outcome  of  these  proceedings. 


that  I   am  not  of  counsel 
the  parties   in  the 
way   interested   in  the 


Mae  J.  Chu 
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PUBLrC  UTILITIES  OOMIVI I  SSIOtM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

96-0106 

RESOLUTION  NO.   


WHEREAS,  This  Commission  on  May  14,  1996,  by  Resolution  No.  96-0098  designated  May 
28,  1 996  as  the  date  for  a  public  hearing  to  be  conducted  at  1 :00  p.m.  at  1 1 55  Market  Street  Room 
402  San  Francisco,  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  to  consider  a  proposal  for  7.6%  rate 
increase  for  water  supplied  by  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  to  its  retail  customers  within 
and  outside  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco;  and 

WHEREAS,  Members  of  the  public  have  been  given  an  opportunity  to  express  their  views 
on  the  recommended  Schedule  of  Rates;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  pursuant  to  a  published  notice  of  intention  of  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  to  adopt  a  revised  Schedule  of  Rates  to  be  charged  by  the  San  Francisco  Water 
Department  for  retail  water  service  in  San  Francisco  and  suburban  areas,  and  a  public  hearing 
held  on  May  28,  and  1996,  a  copy  of  said  Schedule  of  Rates  and  Charges  being  on  file  in  the  office 
of  the  Secretary  of  this  Commission  and  being  made  part  of  this  resolution  by  reference,  this 
Commission  hereby  adopts  7.6%  rate  increase  as  enumerated  in  the  Schedule  of  Rates  and 
Charges  for  water  service  in  San  Francisco  and  suburban  areas  which  shall  be  uniform  to  the 
nearest  ten  cents  on  service  charges  and  to  the  nearest  cent  on  water  rates  for  all  water  delivered 
within  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  all  water  delivered  to  the  suburban  non-resale 
customers;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  FY  1996-97  Schedule  of  Rates  and  Charges  shall  be 
effective  with  meter  readings  made  on  or  after  July  1 ,  1996;  and,  be  It 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  foregoing  rate  schedules  are  for  the  purpose  of  meeting 
operating  expense,  including  employee  wage  rates  and  fringe  benefits,  purchasing  or  leasing  of 
supplies  equipment  or  materials,  meeting  financial  reserve  needs  and  requirements,  obtaining 
funds  for  capital  projects  necessary  to  maintain  service  within  existing  service  areas  and  other 
budgetary  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  in  accordance  with  File  8832,  Ordinance  7384,  this 
Commission  approves  and  hereby  submits  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  a  report  of  the  anticipated 
effect  of  the  foregoing  Schedule  of  Rates  to  be  charged  by  the  areas  based  upon  the  budget  of  the 
San  Francisco  Water  Department  for  the  current  and  ensuing  fiscal  year,  together  with  all  the  data 
supporting  such  conclusions  and  a  statement  of  the  anticipated  tax  subsidy,  if  any,  for  such  years. 


F:\96retaH.resolution 


I  hereby  certify  jj^lt^he  fore^<^n^j^solution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 
of  


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


RUIBLIC  UTILITIES  CO IVIIVI 1  S S lOr-J 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


RESOLUTION  NO.   96-0107  

WHEREAS,  This  Commission  on  May  14,  1996,  by  Resolution  No.  96-0098, 
designated  Tuesday,  IVlay  28,  1996,  as  the  date  for  a  public  hearing  to  be  conducted  at 
1  00  p  m  at  1 155  Market  Street,  Room  402,  San  Francisco,  by  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  to  consider  a  proposal  for  rate  increases  for  water  service  supplied  by  the 
San  Francisco  Water  Department  to  its  wholesale  customers  with  long  term  contracts; 
and 

WHEREAS,  Members  of  the  public  have  been  given  an  opportunity  to  express 
their  views  on  the  recommended  Schedule  of  Rates;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  pursuant  to  a  published  notice  of  intention  of  the  Public 
Utilities  Commission  to  adopt  a  revised  Schedule  of  Rates  to  be  charged  by  the  San 
Francisco  Water  Department  for  water  service  to  suburban  resale  customers,  and  a 
public  hearing  held  on  May  28,  1996,  and  a  copy  of  said  revised  Schedule  W-25 
Resale  Use  with  Long  Term  Contract  being  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  this 
Commission  and  being  made  part  of  this  resolution  by  reference,  this  Commission 
hereby  determines  the  calculated  rate  adjustment  being  less  than  2%,  no  adjustment  in 
the  rate  for  suburban  resale  water  service  is  required;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  current  Schedule  of  Rates  and  Charges  shall 
remain  in  effect;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  foregoing  rate  schedules  are  for  the  purpose  of 
meeting  operating  expenses,  including  employee  wage  rates  and  fringe  benefits, 
purchasing  or  leasing  of  supplies,  equipment  or  materials,  meeting  financial  reserve 
needs  and  requirements,  obtaining  funds  for  capital  projects  necessary  to  maintain 
service  within  existing  service  areas  and  other  budgetary  requirements  of  the  San 
Francisco  Water  Department. 


F:\sub9.6res 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

MAY     2  8  1996   


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 
SAN  FRANCISCO  WATER  DEPARTMENT 


PROPOSED  RATE  SCHEDULES 
FOR 
WATER  SERVICE 
TO  BE  EFFECTIVE  JULY  1, 1996 


425  MASON  STREET 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94102 


SAN  FRANCriSCO  WATER  I> E I» A. K  I  IVl M IN  1 
PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMIVXISSION  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
RATE  SCHEDULES  FOR  WATER  SERVICE 
JULY  1,  1996 

SCHEDULEW-1.  RESIDENTIAL,COMMERCIAL,INDUSTRIAL AND GENERALUSES 
WITHIN  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Bills  for  all  metered  services,  excepting  special  shipping  services,  shall  consist  of: 

FIRST:  A  SERVICE  CHARGE  based  on  the  size  of  the  meter.  For  two-month  (bi-monthly)  billing 
the  charge  shall  be  twice  the  amounts  shovvn. 


METER 

MONTHLY 

SIZE 

CHARGE 

5/8  in 

$  3.40 

3/4  in 

5.50 

1  in 

9.40 

1-1/2  in 

13.80 

2  in 

25.20 

3  in 

50.10 

4  in 

100.40 

6  in 

150.60 

8  in 

201.20 

10  in 

250.70 

12  in 

301.80 

16  in 

401.30 

The  service  charge  for  a  battery  of  meters  installed  on  one  service  in  lieu  of  one  meter  or  for  a 
special  type  of  meter  shall  be  based  on  the  size  of  single  or  multiple  standard  type  meters  of 
equivalent  capacity. 


1 


For  Customers  who  have  submitted  Conservation  Affadavit  to  the  Water  Department. 

SECOND:  A  CHARGE  FOR  WATER  DELIVERED  based  on  one  month  meter  readings: 
For  all  deliveries  $1.26  per  100  cu.  ft. 

OR  SECOND:  A  CHARGE  FOR  WATER  DELIVERED  based  on  two-month  (bi-monthly)  meter 
readings: 

For  all  deliveries  $1-26  per  100  cu.  ft. 

For  Customers  who  have  not  submitted  Conservation  Affadavit  to  the  Water  Department. 

SECOND:  A  CHARGE  FOR  WATER  DELIVERED  based  on  one  month  meter  readings: 
For  all  deliveries  $1.88  per  100  cu.  ft. 

OR  SECOND:  A  CHARGE  FOR  WATER  DELIVERED  based  on  two-month  (bi-monthly)  meter 
readings: 

For  all  deliveries  $1.88  per  100  cu.  ft. 


SCHEDULE  W-2.  FIRE  SERVICE  WITHIN  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN 
FRANCISCO 

Covering  only  straight  fire  service  required  by  the  regulations  of  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
or  the  Underwriters  having  jurisdiction,  installed  and  maintained  accordmg  to  the  rule,  regulations 
and  specifications  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  and  for  which  the  installation  charge  has 
been  paid  in  accordance  with  Schedule  W-41 : 

FIRST:  A  MONTHLY  SERVICE  CHARGE  based  on  the  size  of  service: 


1  in 

$9.30 

6  in 

$  88.10 

1-1/2  in 

$13.90 

Sin 

$118.10 

2  in 

$25.30 

10  in 

$128.90 

3  in 

$44.10 

12  in 

$176.10 

4  in 

$58.90 

on  the  size  of  a  single  meter  of  equivalent  capacity. 
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SECOND:  A  CHARGE  FOR.  WATER.  DELIVERED 

If  the  water  is  used  for  any  purpose  other  than  extinguishing  accidental  fires,  the  Schedule  W-l  rates 
for  water  delivered  shall  apply. 

SCHEDULE  W-3.  PUBLIC  USES  AND  FIRE  PROTECTION  WITHIN  THE  CITY  AND 
COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

FIRE  HYDRANTS  attached  to  the  system  of  the  San  Francisco  Water 

Department   $24.70  per  month 

Applying  to  all  water  fiimished  to  San  Francisco  Municipal  Departments: 

PUBLIC  BUILDING,  PARKS  AND  OTHER 

METERED  SERVICE  SCHEDULE  W-1 

STREET  SPRINKLING  AND  FLUSHING.  Quantitiesto  be  computed  from  records  of  tank  wagons 
and  billed  as  one  amount. 

No  service  charge  to  apply  SCHEDULE  W-1 

SCHEDULE  W-4.  DOCKS  AND  SHIPPING  SUPPLY  WITHIN  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY 
OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

For  regularly  metered  service   SCHEDULE  W-1 

For  SPECIAL  SHIPPING  SERVICE  including  hose  truck  and  other  special  service  from  open  docks 
through  common  hydrants  where  delivery  is  not  through  a  service  and  meter  for  which  the  customer 
is  responsible: 

FIRST:  A  SERVICE  CHARGE 

on  each  meter  $118.30 

SECOND:  A  CHARGE  FOR  WATER  DELIVERED  .  . .  SCHEDULE  W-1 

MINIMUM  BILLING:  In  application  of  the  special  shipping  rates,  minimum  bills  shall  be  the 
service  charge  plus  the  charge  for  3,300  cubic  feet  of  water. 
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OJF  SAIV  FRAWCISCO 

BUILDERS'  AND  CONTRACTORS'  SUPPLY  FOR  METERED  SERVICE  through  fire  hydrants 
and  other  metered  service  (Contractor  to  obtain  permission  for  use  of  fire  hydrants  from  the  San 
Francisco  Fire  Commission): 

FIRST:  A  METER  CONNECTION  CHARGE  $70.00 

SECOND:  A  SERVICE  CHARGE  based  on  the  size  and  type  of  meter.  For  bi-monthly  biUing  the 
charge  shall  be  twice  the  amounts  shown: 

Meter  Size       Meter  Type        Monthly  Charge 

1  in   Disc/Compound  $  8.70 

3  in   Turbine   75.00 

THIRD:  A  CHARGE  FOR  WATER  DELIVERED  . . .  SCHEDULE  W-1 

Water  consumption  shall  be  reported  to  the  Water  Department  either  monthly  or  bi-monthly  as 
specified  by  the  Water  Department.  Any  customer  who  fails  to  report  water  consumption  as  required 
shall  be  assessed  a  non-reporting  penalty  of  $20.00  per  month. 

FOR  UNMETERED  SERVICE  through  fire  hydrants  and  other  unmetered  services  by  special 
arrangement  with  San  Francisco  Water  Department  (Contractor  to  obtain  permission  for  use  of  fire 
hydrants  from  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Commission): 

FIRST:  A  service  charge  on  each  billing  $45.00 

SECOND:    A  charge  for  water  delivered: 

To  be  based  on  the  estimated  quantities  of  water  delivered  as  computed  by  the  San  Francisco  Water 
Department  and  billed  in  accordance  with  Schedule  W-1  rates. 
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OUXSIOE  I  hi:  C  IXV  and  count V  OF  SA.IN  FRANCISCO 

Bill  for  all  metered  service,  excepting  fire,  irrigation  and  resale  service  shall  consist  of: 

FIRST:  A  SERVICE  CHARGE  based  on  the  size  of  the  meter.  For  two-month  (bi-monthly  billing 
the  charge  shall  be  twice  the  amounts  shown. 


METER 

MONTHLY 

SIZE 

CHARGES 

5/8  in 

$  5.20 

3/4  in 

8.10 

1  in 

14.00 

1  1/2  in 

20.30 

2  in 

37.40 

3  in 

74.70 

4  in 

149.60 

6  in 

223.20 

8  in 

299.10 

10  in 

373.30 

12  in 

448.70 

16  in 

598.20 

The  service  charge  for  a  battery  of  meters  installed  on  one  service  in  lieu  of  one  meter  or  for  a 
special  type  of  meter  shall  be  based  on  the  size  of  single  or  multiple  standard  type  meters  of 
equivalent  capacity. 

For  Customers  who  have  submitted  Conservation  Affadavit  to  the  Water  Department. 
SECOND:  A  CHARGE  FOR  WATER  DELIVERED  based  on  one  month  meter  readings: 
For  all  deliveries   $  1 . 1 9  per  1 00  cu.  ft. 
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OK  SECOND:    A  CHARGE  FOR.  WATER  DELIVERED  based  on  two-mor»tVi  <t»i-m<3i^v\\\y  )  n^^-tcir 
readings: 

For  all  deliveries   $  1 . 19  per  100  cu.  ft. 

For  Customers  who  have  not  submitted  Conservation  Affadavit  to  the  Water  Department. 
SECOND:  A  CHARGE  FOR  WATER  DELIVERED  based  on  one  month  meter  readings: 
For  all  deliveries   $1 .80  per  100  cu.  ft. 

OR  SECOND:  A  CHARGE  FOR  WATER  DELIVERED  based  on  two-month  (bi-  monthly)  meter 
readings: 

For  all  deliveries   $  1 . 80  per  1 00  cu.  ft. 

SCHEDULE  W-22.  FIRE  SERVICE  OUTSIDE  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN 
FRANCISCO 

Covering  only  straight  fire  service  required  by  the  regulations  of  the  Fire  Department  or  the 
Underwriters  having  jurisdiction,  installed  and  maintained  according  to  the  rules,  regulations  and 
specifications  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  and  for  which  the  installation  charge  has  been 
paid  in  accordance  with  Schedule  W-41; 

FIRST:  A  MONTHLY  SERVICE  CHARGE  based  on  the  service  size: 

2  in..  $15.00  10  in  ....  $160.10 

4  in..  $  32.30  12  in  ....  $223.10 

6  in..  $  69.50  16  in  ....  $445.10 
Sin  .  .$111.20 

SECOND:  A  CHARGE  FOR  WATER  DELIVERED 

If  water  is  used  for  any  purpose  other  than  extinguishing  accidental  fires,  the  applicable  schedule  of 
rates  for  water  delivered  shall  apply. 
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SCHEOl/LE    W-23.      rUBLIC:    USES   EXEOEl*  1'    HEtiALE   OUTtilI>E    rHIi.   CJIIV  A.rSt» 

COUJVXV  OF  SAIV  FRANCISCO 


FIRE  HYDRANTS  installed  and  maintained  according  to  the  rules,  regulations  and  specifications 
of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department   $38.70  per  month 

Other  Public  Uses   Applicable  Schedule 


SCHEDULE  W-24.  NON-POTABLE  WATER  SERVICE 

Applicable  inside  and  outside  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  for  non-potable  water  service 
when  the  customer  furnishes  all  the  facilities  necessary  to  convey  the  non-potable  water  from  the 
Water  Department's  water  supply  reservoirs  to  the  customer's  point  of  use.  The  facilities  to  be 
furnished  by  the  customer  shall  include  a  meter  of  a  size  and  type  acceptable  to  the  Water 
Department  It  shall  be  the  responsibility  of  the  customer  to  maintain  the  meter  register  accuracy 
to  the  level  required  by  the  applicable  American  Water  Works  Association  ("AWWA")  standard  or 
as  recommended  by  the  meter  manufacturer  if  there  is  no  applicable  standard.  Service  under  this 
schedule  is  subject  to  available  water  supply  and  may  be  interrupted  without  notice  or  restricted  at 
the  discretion  of  the  Water  Department. 

A  CHARGE  FOR  WATER  SUPPLIED  based  on  one  month  meter  readings: 
For  all  deliveries   $0.46  per  100  cu.  ft. 
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SCHEDULE  W-25    RESALE  USE  Wi  l  l  I  LOIMCJ    I  I   1<  7V1  CONTRACT 

For  service  to  Municipalities,  Water  Districts  and  others  who,  under  long  term  contracts,  purchase 
water  for  resale,  in  whole  or  in  part,  as  water: 

FIRST:  A  MONTHLY  SERVICE  CHARGE  base  on  the  size  of  the  meter: 


METER 
SIZE 

5/8  in 

3/4  in 

1  in 

1  1/2  in 

2  in 

3  in 

4  in 
6  in 
8  in 
10  in 
12  in 
16  in 
18  in 
20  in 


DISC/COMPOUND 
METERS 

$  9.00 

14.00 

24.00 

34.00 

63.00 

126.00 

253.00 

379.00 

505.00 

631.00 

758.00 

1,010.00 


CREST 
METERS 

$  -- 


281.00 
545.00 
1,062.00 
1,378.00 
1,464.00 
4,477.00 
4,879.00 
5,051.00 


MAGNETIC 
METERS 

$--  


1,802.00 


4,104.00 


TURBO 
METERS 


$■ 


459.00 
999.00 
1,492.00 
2,698.00 


5,740.00 


The  service  charge  for  a  battery  of  meters  installed  on  one  service  in  lieu  of  one  meter  or  for  a 
special  type  of  meter  shall  be  based  on  the  size  of  single  or  multiple  standard  type  meters  of 
equivalent  capacity. 

SECOND:  A  CHARGE  FOR  WATER  DELIVERED  based  on  one  month  meter  readings: 


$300.56  per  acre-foot 


or 


$0.69  per  100  cu.  ft. 
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Applicable  within  and  outside  the  limits  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  meter  resizings 
made  at  the  customer's  request  except  when  such  resizings  are  required  to  maintain  service  pressure 
or  meet  flow  requirements. 

Meter  resizing  charges  shall  be  established  by  the  Water  Department  on  July  first  of  each  calendar 
year  for  standard  meter  sizes  (5/8  inch  to  2  inch).  The  charges  shall  be  based  on  the  average  cost  of 
similar  meter  resizings  for  the  period  July  1  through  March  3 1  of  the  preceding  fiscal  year  and  shall 
be  adjusted  upward  or  downward  by  the  Department  on  July  first  of  each  calendar  year  to  reflect 
changes  in  labor,  materials,  and  appurtenant  costs. 

For  meter  resizings  not  covered  in  the  above  or  when,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Department,  any  unusual 
conditions  may  result  in  costs  more  than  15%  greater  than  the  scheduled  costs,  the  Department 
reserves  the  right  to  charge  the  meter  resizing  on  the  basis  of  actual  costs. 


SCHEDULE  W-4L  SERVICE  INSTALLATIONS 

Applicable  within  and  outside  the  limits  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

Connection  charges  shall  be  established  by  the  Water  Department  on  July  first  of  each  calendar  year 
for  the  installation  of  5/8"  to  8"  standard  services  and  fire  services.  The  charges  shall  be  based  on 
the  average  cost  of  similar  service  installations  for  the  period  July  1  through  March  31  of  the 
preceding  fiscal  year  and  shall  be  adjusted  upward  or  downward  by  the  Department  on  July  first  of 
each  calendar  year  to  reflect  changes  in  labor,  materials,  paving  and  appurtenant  costs. 

The  charge  for  setting  each  additional  meter  on  an  existing  or  new  service  for  residential  and  small 
commercial  use  and  the  charge  for  resetting  a  meter  on  an  existing  usable  service  shall  be  established 
in  the  same  manner  as  above. 

For  installations  not  covered  in  the  above  or  when,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Department,  any  unusual 
conditions  may  result  in  costs  more  than  15%  greater  than  the  scheduled  costs,  the  Department 
reserves  the  right  to  make  the  installation  on  the  basis  of  actual  costs. 

All  pipes,  valves,  fittings,  equipment,  materials,  meters,  etc.  up  to  and  including  the  outlet  equipment 
shall  remain  the  property  of  the  Department  and  no  part  of  the  cost  will  be  refunded. 
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SC-HJEDULE  W-42.    IVIETER  A.TSD  SERVICE  REEOC ATIOIMS 
Applicable  within  and  outside  the  limits  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

If  the  Water  Department  determines  the  relocation  of  an  active  meter  and/or  service  connection  is 
required  is  necessary  or  desirable  because  of  the  operations  of  the  Water  Department  or  because  of 
modifications  to  a  street  or  right-of-way  by  a  public  agency,  the  relocation  will  be  done  without  cost 
to  the  customer. 

If  the  ineter  or  service  to  be  relcoated  is  not  active,  the  Water  Department  may  elect  to  sever  the 
service  connection  and  remove  the  meter  without  relocating  it.  The  Water  Department  shall  give  at 
least  ten  days  notice  prior  to  severing  the  connection.  The  notice  shall  be  mailed  to  the  property 
owner  at  the  address  shown  on  the  most  recent  equalized  assessment  tax  roll. 

If  the  relocation  or  removal  is  requested  by  the  customer  for  any  purpose  whatsoever  and  such 
request  is  approved  by  the  Water  Department,  the  customer  shall  pay  the  greater  of  the  standard 
charge  as  described  below  or  the  actual  cost  incurred  by  the  Water  Department. 

Relocation  charges  shall  be  established  by  the  Water  Department  on  July  first  of  each  calendar  year 
for  the  relocation  of  1  inch  and  2  inch  copper  services  up  2feet.  The  charge  shall  be  based  on  the 
average  cost  of  similar  relocations  for  the  period  July  1  through  March  31  of  the  preceding  fiscal 
year  and  shall  be  adjusted  upward  or  downward  by  the  Department  on  July  first  of  each  calendar 
year  to  reflect  changes  in  labor,  materials,  paving  and  appurtenant  costs. 

For  relocations  not  covered  in  the  above  or  when,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Department,  any  unusual 
conditions  may  result  in  costs  more  than  15%  greater  than  the  scheduled  costs,  the  Department 
reserves  the  right  to  base  the  charge  for  the  relocation  on  actual  costs. 


SCHEDULE  W-43.  FLOW  RESTRICTING  INSTALLATIONS 

Applicable  to  all  water  customers  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department. 

Violation  of  any  water  use  restrictions  by  any  customer  may,  after  one  written  warning  and  in 
accordance  with  all  applicable  laws  and  legal  restrictions,  results  in  the  installation  of  a  flow 
restricting  device  on  the  customer  service  line.  The  charge  to  install  and  remove  the  restricting 
device  shall  be  as  follows: 
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5/8"  to  1" 
1-1/2"  to  2" 
3"  and  larger 


$1  lO.OO 
$175.00 
Actual  Cost* 


♦Actual  cost  shall  include  material,  labor,  equipment  and  overhead  charges. 

Continued  violation  of  any  water  use  restrictions  may  result  in  the  discontinuance  of  water  service 
by  the  Department  and  a  charge  of  $30.00  shall  be  paid  prior  to  reactivating  the  service. 

SCHEDULE  W-44,  SERVICE  FEES 

Applicable  to  all  water  customers  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  except  municipal  accounts 
and  suburban  resale  customers. 

LATE  PAYMENT  PENALTY 

Any  charge  or  fee  not  paid  within  thirty  (30)  days  shall  be  subject  to  a  late  payment  penalty  equal 
to  one-half  of  one  percent  (1/2%)  for  each  thirty  (30)  day  or  fraction  thereof  on  the  amount  owed 
plus  a  $3.00  handling  charge. 

RETURN  CHECK  CHARGE  $15.00 

A  return  check  charge  shall  be  applied  to  any  account  whose  check  payment  is  returned  to  us  due 
to  insufficient  funds,  closed  accounts  or  any  other  valid  reason  why  the  customer's  bank  did  not 
honor  the  check.  This  charge  will  be  made  for  every  such  occurrence. 

NEW  ACCOUNT  CHARGE  $12.00 

Any  customer  establishing  a  new  account  for  water  service  shall  be  assessed  a  one  time  fee  to  cover 
administrative  costs.  In  addition,  such  customer  may  be  required  to  make  a  refundable  security 
deposit  equal  to  the  greater  of  two  months  estimated  water  charges  or  $25.00.  The  deposit  is 
refundable  upon  the  sooner  of  twelve  months  of  satisfactory  payment  history  or  termination  of 
service  and  settlement  of  the  final  bill. 
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S  1  2.00 


Prior  to  shutting-off  a  customer's  water  service  for  non-payment,  the  Water  Department  will  post 
on  the  customer's  premises  a  48  hour  notice.  A  charge  of  $  1 2.00  will  be  added  to  the  amount  owed 
to  cover  this  cost. 

SERVICE  SHUT-OFF/TURN-ON  $12.00 

A  shut-offer  turn-on  of  water  service  during  normal  business  hours  (eight  a.m.  to  four-thirty  p.m. 
daily  except  Saturday,  Sunday  and  holidays)  will  be  assessed  a  service  charge  of  $  1 2.00.  A  shut-off 
or  turn-on  at  times  other  than  normal  business  hours  will  be  assessed  a  charge  of  $25.00. 

LOCK  CHARGE  $13.00 

Any  customer  whose  service  is  shut-off  for  non-payment  will  also  be  charge  for  the  cost  of  a  meter 
lock  installed  in  accordance  with  the  Water  Department  standard  procedures. 

LIEN  FEE 

Any  account  with  an  outstanding  balance  of  greater  than  $50.00  and  which  is  delinquent  by  more 
than  one  billing  cycle  may  be  recorded  as  a  lien  against  the  property.  Any  account  which  is  record 
as  a  lien  against  the  property  will  assessed  a  lien  as  provided  in  the  Administrative  Code  of  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco. 
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F^UBLIO    UTILITIES  C  O  IVllSn  I  I O  N 

City  and  County  of  San  RrEincisGO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  9  6—0108 


WHEREAS,  The  Board  of  Supervisors  amended  Chapter  11,  Article  1,  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code  by  adding  Section  11. 08;  and 

WHEREAS,  This  action  mandates  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  to  prepare  and  transmit 
to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  a  report  regarding  the  feasibility  of  municipalization  of  the  electric 
distribution  system  in  San  Francisco  by  October  30,  1996;  and 

WHEREAS,  This  Commission,  by  its  Resolution  No.  95-0056  dated  March  26,  1996, 
authorized  the  PUC  General  Manager  to  request  qualifications  and  proposals  from  consultants  to 
assist  Hetch  Hetchy  in  conducting  a  municipalization  feasibihty  study;  and 

WHEREAS,  After  thorough  evaluation  of  aU  qualifications,  proposals,  submittals,  the 
Technical  Review  Committee  identified  that  the  three  bidders  were  capable  of  conducting  the  required 
study  and  oral  interviews  were  held  with  the  three  bidders  and  the  Technical  Review  Committee;  and 

WHEREAS,  Funding  for  this  study  is  available  in  Hetch  Hetchy's  Operating  Budget;  now, 
therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  authorize  the  General  Manager  of  the  Public 
Utilities  Commission  to  negotiate  a  professional  services  agreement  with  Economic  &  Technical 
Analysis  Group  (ETAG)  and  Cerbatos  &  Associates  -  Joint  Venture  to  assist  Hetch  Hetchy  in 
conducting  a  municipalization  feasibility  study  for  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $150,000,  including  a 
condition  that  they  will  be  precluded  from  competing  for  any  follow-on  work. 

HOI  1426 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

of  MAY     2  8  1996  _. 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


F»LJ£3l_IC   UTILITIES  CO MiVII SSIO t^l 

City  and  County  of  Son  Frsncisco 


96-0109 


WHEREAS,  The  Public  Utilities  Commission  and  the  County  of  San  Mateo 
("County")  entered' into  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  ("MOU")  dated  April  22,  1993 
which  called  for  the  sale  of  a  trail  easement  to  County  across  portions  of  the  San 
Francisco  Water  Department  Peninsula  Watershed;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  MOU  required  County  to  convert  existing  trails  held  under 
permit  into  a  permanent  recorded  easement;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Water  Department  has  determined  that  the  easement  can  be 
sold  to  County  without  interfering  with  the  Peninsula  Watershed's  primary  purpose  for 
collecting,  storing  and  transmitting  potable  water  for  use  in  the  Water  Department's 
service  area;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  substantial  public  benefits  derived  from  improved  recreational 
access  to  the  periphery  of  the  Peninsula  Watershed,  coupled  with  the  ease  of 
administering  existing  trails  under  a  single  easement  agreement,  justify  the  sale  of  the 
easement  to  County  at  a  nominal  cost  far  below  the  appraised  market  value;  now, 
therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  recommends  the  sale  of  the 
easement  to  the  County  and  authorizes  the  General  Manager  of  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  to  request  the  Director  of  Property  to  prepare  and  submit  the  necessary 
legislation  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  convey  the  easement  to  County. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

MAY      2  8  1996 

of  _ 


Secretarv,  Public  Utilities  Commissfon 


F»UBL-IC   UTILITIES  COIVUVHSSiOIM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

96-0110 

RESOLUTION  NO.  


WHEREAS,  Under  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power  Contract  No.  HH-841,  Hetch  Hetchy 
Monitoring  Improvements  -  West,  the  City  desires  to  expand  the  coverage  of  Hetch  Hetchy  Water 
&  Power's  existing  Supervisory  Control  And  Data  Acquisition  (SCADA)  to  accommodate  facility 
security  and  operating  parameter  monitoring;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  final  plans  and  specifications,  and 
authorizes  bid  call  for  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power  Contract  No.  HH-841,  Hetch  Hetchy 
Monitoring  Improvements  -  West. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

lY     2  8  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


F»CIBI_IC   UTILITIES  O O IVIIVII S S I O IM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-011 1 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  An  Agreement  between  the  City  and  Dames  and  Moore  (Consultant)  was 
entered  in  January  of  1990,  to  perform  a  stability  evaluation  of  Priest  Dam  and  its  related  facilities 
for  the  original  contract  amount  of  $140,000;  and 

WHEREAS,  Additional  services  were  necessary  which  required  Amendments  1  thru  4, 
increasing  the  contract  amount  from  $140,000,  to  $310,000,  and  extending  the  contract  duration 
through  December  31,  1993;  and 

WHEREAS,  Dames  and  Moore  satisfactorily  completed  its  evaluation  and  submitted  its 
report  to  UEB  in  June  of  1993;  and 

WHEREAS,  Specialized  engineering  services  are  required  for  the  Hetch  Hetchy  Priest 
Reservoir  Bypass  Project  CUH703;  and 

WHEREAS,  City  staff  doe  not  possess  the  capability  to  perform  required  analytical  studies 
nor  equipment  and  instrumentation  to  collect  necessary  data;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  specialized  services  can  be  performed  by  Dames  and  Moore  through  the 
existing  Agreement  between  the  City  and  Dames  and  Moore  by  extending  the  contract  duration 
and  increasing  the  contract  amount;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  existing  Agreement  has  a  funding  balance  in  the  amount  of  $44,280 
which  will  not  be  sufficient  for  the  engineering  services  required  for  the  concepUial  and  design 
phases,  which  are  estimated  to  cost  approximately  $144,000;  and 

WHEREAS  Additional  funds  in  the  amount  of  $100,000  are  required  in  the  Agreement 
which  will  increase  the  contract  amount  from  $310,000  to  $410,000;  now  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED  That  this  Commission  authorizes  the  Manager  of  the  Utilities  Engineering 
Bureau  to  negotiate  and  execute  Amendment  No.  5  to  said  Agreement  with  Dames  and  Moore  for 
engineering  services  to  be  provided  for  the  Priest  Bypass  Project  CUH703,  to  increase  the 
contract  amount  to  $410,000,  and  to  extend  the  term  of  the  contract  thru  December  31,  1998. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its 

'"'"'"^''^  MAY     2  81996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


9  G  -O  1  1  '*2 


RCSOLUTION  N 


RFSOLVED  That  this  Commission  accepts  tlie  work  performed  under  San  Francisco  Water 
nPr^^rtmTnt  Contrac  No  WD-2149,  8-Inch  Ductile  Iron  Main  Installation  >n  Larktn  Street  between 
S  s"ee  and  Pac  ffc  Avenue,  and  in  Washington  Street  between  l^rkin  and  Gough  Streets,  as 
rat"kctori  y  completed;  approves  debit  Contract  Modification  No.  1  m  the  amount  of  $3,070^00 
Txteids  me  con",L,  time'by  29  calendar  days;  and  authorizes  fmal  payment  tn  the  amount  of 
$25,649.00  to  the  Contractor,  E.  Mitchell,  Inc. 


/  hereby  certify  that  tke  fore.oin,  resolution  ...  a^op.<i  by  tHe  Public  Utilities  Commission 


at  its  meeting  of . 


F»  LIB  Lie  UTILITIES  COIXAIVllSSIOrsl 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-011 3 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  On  February  14,  1995,  this  Commission,  by  Resolution  number  95-0023, 
adopted  and  concurred  with  the  Final  Negative  Declaration  issued  by  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  that  the  Bay  Division  Pipeline  #1  &  #2  Timber  Trestle 
Repair  Project  group  of  multi-year  construction  contracts  will  not  have  a  significant  adverse 
impact  on  the  environment;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Bay  Division  Pipeline  #1  &  #2  Walkway  Replacement  Project  is  of  a 
similar  and  sometimes  redundant  work  scope,  governed  by  the  same  environmental 
constraints  construction  windows,  and  locations,  and  therefore  economical  to  combine  with  the 
San  Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  WD-2207  BDPL  #1  &  #2  Timber  Trestle  Repair 
Project;  and 

WHEREAS,  Plans  and  specifications  for  the  Bay  Division  Pipeline  #1  &  #2  Timber 
Trestle  Repair,  Contract  Two  of  Five,  are  ready  to  be  advertised  for  bids;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  engineer's  estimate  to  complete  the  Bay  Division  Pipeline  #1  &  #2 
Timber  Trestle  Repair,  Contract  Two  of  Five  construction  is  $2,01 1 ,000;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  PUC  Office  of  Contract  Compliance  has  established  MBE/WBE  goals 
of  18%  MBE  and  4%  WBE  for  this  contract;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  approves  combining,  CUW146,  Bay  Division 
Pipeline  #1  &  #2  Walkway  Replacement  Project ,  Index  Code  501461,  with  CUW1 19,  Bay 
Division  Pipeline  #1  &  #2  Timber  Trestle  Repair  Project ,  Index  Code  521 191 ,  and  authorizes 
the  transfer  of  $115,000  from  CUW146,  Index  Code  501461,  to  CUW119,  Index  Code  521191; 
and  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  authorizes  bid  call  for  Contract  WD-2207,  Bay 
Division  Pipeline  #1  &  #2  Timber  Trestle  Repair,  Contract  2  of  5;  and  be  it  further 

RESOLVED  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  final  plans  and  specifications 
for  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  No.  WD-2207,  recommended  by  staff  for 
CUW1 19,  Bay  Division  Pipeline  #1  &  #2  Timber  Trestle  Repair  Project,  Contract  No.  WD-2207, 
Two  of  Five,  and  authorizes  advertisement  for  bids  for  the  subject  contract. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its 
meeting  of  MAY  2  8  1996  ^  .  

Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COIVI IVHSSIOFnI 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0114 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  The  Utilities  Engineering  Bureau  provides  professional  engineering  and  project 
management  services  necessary  for  the  construction  of  improvements  to  various  PUC  capital 
facilities;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  timing  of  any  necessary  assistance  and  professional  service  cannot  always 
be  anticipated  or  pre-scheduled;  and 

WHEREAS,  UEB  staff  does  not  have  the  wide  range  of  qualifications  and  expertise  to 
perform  this  anticipated  engineering  work;  and 

WHEREAS,  Due  to  the  unpredictability  and  variety  of  work  it  is  not  feasible  for  UEB  to 
perform  this  work  in -house;  and 

WHEREAS  The  services  of  consulting  engineering  firm,  retained  for  the  purpose  of 
providing  engineering  and  construction  services  on  an  ^^as-needed"  basis  wiU  faciUtate  the  timely 
execution  of  various  engineering  functions;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Manager  of  UEB  recommended  that  separate  contracts  be  established  to 
allow  the  UEB  the  flexibihty  to  obtain  alternative  proposals  for  major  tasks  and  to  select  the  best 
proposals;  and 

WHEREAS  The  UEB  Manager,  in  conjunction  with  the  PUC/HRC  Contract  CompHance 
Officer  recommended  that  separate  contracts  be  established  to  increase  MBE/WBE  consultant 
contracting  opportunities;  now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED  That  this  Commission  hereby  authorizes  the  Utilities  Engineering  Bureau  to 
request  proposals,  interview,  select  and  recommend  to  this  Commission  qualified  consulting 
engineering  firms  for  several  separate  contracts  to  provide  specialized  engineenng  services,  each  tor 
a  period  of  (24)  twenty  four  months,  with  a  total  spending  authonty  of  $3.2  milhon. 


asneed.res 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

 MAY      2  8  1996  — 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


F»UBI_IO   UTILITIES  OOMIVIISSIOtNl 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0115 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  The  SFPUC  requires  as-needed  consultant  assistance  to  augment 
staff  resources  to  continue  its  ongoing  environmental  and  regulatory  compliance  program 
and  to  provide  immediate  response  to  unforeseen  events  and  circumstances  that  may  occur 
in  other  divisions  or  bureaus;  and 

WHEREAS,  Through  the  use  of  as-needed  consultants,  the  PUC  obtains  expertise 
not  otherwise  available;  and 

WHEREAS,  Use  of  already-contracted,  as-needed  consultants  will  permit  the 
PUC  to  respond  to  regulatory  deadlines  and  requirements  in  a  more  efficient  and  timely 
manner;  and 

WHEREAS,  Contracting  with  more  than  one  as-needed  consultant  at  a  time  will 
provide  the  SFPUC  with  a  greater  pool  of  skills,  increased  flexibility  and  potentially  fewer 
conflicts  of  interest  from  prior  work;  and 

WHEREAS,  As  of  July  1,  1996,  there  will  be  a  sufficient  funding  base  in  Capital 
Improvement  Project  CIP  148-1  to  provide  fiscal  year  funding  for  several  as-needed 
consultants;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  authorizes  the  Manager  of  the  Bureau  of 
Systems  Planning  and  Regulatory  Compliance  (SPARC)  to  advertise  and  request 
proposals  from  environmental  engineering  consultants  to  provide  as-needed  services  to  the 
department  for  a  period  of  two  years,  with  a  total  spending  authority  of  $3.2  million. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

MAY      2  8  199F 

of  


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


F>UBI_IC   UTILITIES  COIVIIVIISSIOIM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-01 16 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS  On  May  28  1996,  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  met  in  Executive  Session  to 
consider  the  settlement  in  the  case  of  Kent  Martin  and  Ten^  Topolos,  Co-ronservators  for  the  Person 
.nH  F.t.rp.  of  Marv^nn  Topolos.  V.  City  and  Tonnty  of  San  Francisco,  San  Francisco  Superior  Court 
Action  No.  965-597; 

WHEREAS  The  proposed  settlement  called  for  the  City  to  pay  $30,000  (which  includes  costs 
and  attorneys'  fees)  to  Kent  Martin  and  Jerry  Topolos,  Co-Conservators  of  the  Person  and  Estate 
of  Maryann  Topolos  and  their  attorneys.  Hunter  and  Bovamick; 

WHEREAS,  The  City  Attorney  recommended  the  settlement  be  approved; 

WHEREAS,  After  due  consideration,  the  Commission  accepted  the  settlement;  now, 
therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  above-described  settlement  is  accepted. 


topolos.res 


1  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoir^g  resolution  .as  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

MAY     2  8  1996_ 


Secretary',  Public  Utilities  Commifsion 


F»LJ  B  L_IO   UTILITIES  COIVUVllSSIQIsJ 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0117 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


RESOLVED,  That  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  Section 
3.593  of  the  Charter  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  hereby  approves  the  appointment  made 
by  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  of  Robert  T.  Cockbum  as  Manager,  Utilities  Engineering 
Bureau,  PubUc  Utilities  Commission;  said  appointment  to  be  effective  as  determined  by  the  General 
Manager  of  Public  Utilities. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

MAY     2  8  1996  

of  —  


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Comimssion 


TVXITSrUTES 
PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Willie  L.  Brown,  Jr. 
MAYOR 

REGULAR  MEETING 

June  11, 1996 
1:00  P.M. 
Room  402 
1155  Market  Street,  Fourth  Floor 

COMMISSIONERS 
Marion  E.  Otsea,  President 


E.  Dennis  Normandy 


Robert  K.  Werbe 


Victor  G.  Makras 


DEPAJITMENTS 
Water  Department 
Hetch  Hetchy 


BUREAUS 
Commercial  Land  Management 
Engineering  and  Construction  Management 
Finance 

Information  Systems 
Personnel  and  Training 

System  Planning  and  Regulatory  Compliance 


Anson  B.  Moran 
GENERAL  MANAGER 

Romaine  A.  Boldridge 
SECRETARY 


96-131 


CALL  TO  ORDER; 


1 :05  p.m. 


ROLL  CALL;  Present  -  President  Marion  E.  Otsea,  Commissioner  E.  Dennis 

Normandy,  Commissioner  Robert  K.  Werbe,  Commissioner  Victor 
G.  Makras 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 
There  were  no  minutes  submitted. 

COMMUNICATIONS 
No  action  was  taken. 

INTRODUCTION  OF  OLD  BUSINESS  BY  COMMISSIONERS 
There  were  no  old  business  introduced  by  Commissioners. 

INTRODUCTION  OF  NEW  BUSINESS  BY  COMMISSIONERS 

Commissioner  Makras  suggested  calendanng  an  agenda  item  regarding  the  main 
replacement  program  and  how  it  affects  developments  in  the  area. 

REPORT  OF  THE  GENERAL  MANAGER 
•       Rate  Initiative 

Anson  B.  Moran,  General  Manager,  reported  that  there  is  a  ballot  proposal  to 
roll  back  water  rates  to  1991  levels.  The  City  Attorney's  Office  is  currently 
reviewing  the  matter. 


96-132 


Organiziationai  Issues 


Mr.  Moran  reported  that  he  received  a  letter  from  the  Mayor  regarding  the 
transfer  of  the  Clean  Water  Program  from  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  the 
Public  Utilities  Commission.  The  Mayor  appointed  a  Task  Force  to  explore  the 
transition  composing  of  Mr.  Moran,  Mark  Primeau,  Director  of  Public  Works, 
Emilio  Cruz,  Mayor's  Chief  of  Staff  and  Supervisor  Leslie  Katz.  The  task  force 
is  scheduled  to  meet  June  13,  1996  to  set  up  objectives  and  schedules.  Mr. 
Moran  stated  that  there  would  be  a  lot  of  functions  in  both  the  Public  Utilities 
and  the  Clean  Water  Program  that  need  to  be  sorted  out. 


Public  Comments 
There  were  none. 


REGULAR  CALENDAR 

Discussion  of  New  Charter  as  it  pertains  to  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission. 

Mr.  Moran  discussed  the  changes  in  the  new  Charter  affecting  PUC.  He  said  that  a 
significant  change  in  the  new  Charter  was  that  it  gives  more  accountability  to 
departments  and  more  authority  to  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  running 
the  departments. 

The  new  charter  requires  the  departments  to  file  an  annual  report  and  submit  an 
annual  statement  of  purpose  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  their  review  and  approval. 
The  new  Charter  also  requires  that  the  PUC  establish  goals  and  objectives  consistent 
with  the  directions  and  policies  established  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Regarding  the  appointment  of  department  heads,  the  Commission  has  the  authority  to 
recommend  a  candidate  to  the  Mayor  who  will  then  make  the  final  selection.  The 
Commission  has  the  authority  to  terminate  the  department  head.  The  Mayor  has  the 
right  to  ask  the  Commission  to  terminate  a  department  head  but  the  Commission  would 
have  the  ultimate  decision. 

Mr.  Moran  stated  that  the  new  Charter  allows  changes  in  the  structure  and  functions 
of  the  organization  through  an  ordinance  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  without 
having  to  go  to  an  election  process. 

No  action  was  taken  by  the  Commission  on  Item  9. 


96-133 


-JO  Discussion  of  periodic  reports  to  the  Commissiort. 

Mr  Moran  submitted  a  compilation  of  reports  which  were  periodically  submitted  to  the 
Commission.  The  Commission  was  asked  to  comment  on  the  type  of  information  they 
would  like  to  receive  and  how  often  staff  should  submit  those  reports. 

Commissioner  Makras  stated  that  the  reports  should  be  analyzed  to  determine  which 
ones  are  absolutely  necessary.  He  suggested  that  those  reports  related  to  the  budget 
should  be  submitted  at  particular  key  times  and  the  other  reports  should  be  submitted 
in  staggered  fashion  throughout  the  year.  He  said  that  he  would  like  to  see  a  monthly 
report  on  the  budget  showing  how  much  money  was  expended  and  the  number  of 
people  hired.  He  suggested  preparing  a  report  indicating  what  our  goals  are,  how  well 
we  exceeded  those  goals,  for  instance,  compliance  with  MBE/WBE,  status  of 
contracts.  These  reports  would  give  direction  to  the  General  Manager  to  act  as  a 
"check  and  balance"  and  from  which  policies  can  be  formulated. 

Commissioner  Normandy  commented  that  he  would  like  to  set  goals  and  objectives  first 
with  periodic  updates  so  that  at  the  end  of  the  year  staff  could  prepare  a  report  on  the 
department's  accomplishments  based  on  these  goals  and  objectives.  He  stated  that 
he  wanted  to  see  a  report  periodically  to  see  whether  PUC  is  on  the  right  track  relative 
to  its  objectives  and  what  needs  to  be  done.  He  noted  that  the  Commission  should 
agree  on  whether  the  Commission  should  be  an  oversight  body  and  not  look  at  all  the 
details  Commissioner  Normandy  suggested  that  the  Commissioners  give  their  wish 
list  to  staff  and  schedule  a  discussion  of  the  matter  at  a  meeting  where  goals  and 
objectives  will  be  discussed. 

Commissioner  Werbe  concurred  with  Commissioner  Makras'  suggestion  of  a  status 
report  about  consulting  contracts  indicating  how  much  was  spent  and  an  explanation 
of  the  expenditure. 

President  Otsea  concurred  with  spacing  the  frequency  of  submission  of  the  reports. 
She  mentioned  the  need  to  standardize  the  reports  submitted  by  departments 
regarding  vehicle  use.  Commissioner  Normandy  suggested  including  valuation  of  the 
vehicles. 

No  action  was  taken  by  the  Commission. 
Commissioner  Werbe  was  excused  at  2;  15  p.m. 
The  meeting  was  recessed  from  2;26  p.m.  to  2;30  p.m. 


96-134 


/\pproving  the  fifth  amendment  to  the  agreement  with  fvlHB  Consultants. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Makras,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy  to  adopt 
Item  1 1;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Resolution  No.  96-011 8;    Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

execute  the  fifth  amendment  to  the  agreement  with  MHB 
Consultants,  formerly  McLeod  &  Associates  increasing 
contract  funding  by  $21 ,000  for  a  total  contract  amount 
not  to  exceed  $362,000;  and  extending  the  contract  term 
to  June  30,  1997. 

Approving  the  second  amendment  to  the  agreement  with  Henwood  Energy 
Services,  Inc.  (HESl). 

Commissioner  Makras  expressed  concerns  about  renewing  the  contract  with 
Henwood  Energy  Services  when  we  can  break  up  the  project  into  a  number  of 
Request  For  Proposals  (RFP)  and  award  them  to  more  than  one  consultant.  He 
said  he  would  like  to  give  opportunities  to  other  contractors  to  bid  as  prime 
contractors.   He  also  raised  concerns  that  the  negotiation  process  of  acquiring 
street  lights  owned  and  operated  by  PG&E  had  taken  a  long  time. 

Lawrence  T.  Klein,  General  Manager,  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power  responded  that 
the  contract  was  for  continuing  work.  Mr.  Moran  noted  that  the  contract  was 
established  for  "as-needed"  services  and  there  was  no  particular  expectation  as  to 
how  much  work  would  be  done  and  what  particular  task  would  be  completed  within 
the  five  years  time.  He  said  it  was  intended  to  establish  a  relationship  with 
technically  competent  people  who  had  been  familiar  with  the  organization. 

Commissioner  Makras  suggested  approving  $100,000  of  the  proposed  contract 
amount  and  directing  staff  to  come  back  to  the  Commission  for  approval  of  the 
balance  when  those  issues  raised  were  resolved. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Makras.  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy  to  adopt 
Item  12  as  amended;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Resolution  No.  96-0119:    Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

execute  the  second  amendment  to  the  agreement  with 
Henwood  Energy  Services,  Inc.  (HESi),  increasing 
contract  funding  by  $100,000,  for  a  total  contract  amount 
not  to  exceed  $600,000. 


96-135 


13.        Approving  the  fourth  amendment  to  the  agreement  with  Metziger,  HoUis,  Gordon  & 
Alphn. 


Moved  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras  to  adopt 
Item  13;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Resolution  No.  96-0120:    Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

execute  the  fourth  amendment  to  the  agreement  with 
Metzger,  Hollis,  Gordon  &  Alprin  (formerly  Metzger, 
Mollis,  Gordon  &  Mortimer),  increasing  contract  funding 
by  $300,000  for  a  total  contract  amount  not  to  exceed 
$2,309,000  and  extending  the  contract  term  to  June  30, 
1997. 


14.     Approving  the  schedule  of  fees  to  be  charged  for  certain  uses  of  watershed  lands, 
rights-of-way  and  other  real  properties  of  the  Water  Department. 

Item  14  was  removed  from  the  calendar. 


15.     Requesting  transfer  of  funds  to  fund  the  services  of  the  City  Attorney. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Makras,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy  to  adopt 
Item  15;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Resolution  No.  96-0121:    Requesting  the  Controller  to  transfer  $827,912  from 

Hetch  Hetchy  and  Water  Department's  operating 
budgets  to  PUC  General  Manager  to  fund  the  services  of 
the  City  Attorney. 


96-136 


CLOSED  SESSIOtsl 


16.  Public  Comments  on  matters  to  be  discussed  in  Closed  Session. 
The  following  individuals  commented  regarding  Item  No.  19.a. 

Joel  Ventresca,  San  Franciscans  for  Public  Power,  urged  the  Commission  to  hold  a 
public  hearing  on  the  protest  appeal  by  J.  W.  Wilson  and  reconsider  the 
Commission's  decision  of  awarding  the  contract  for  the  municipalization  pre- 
feasibility  study. 

Chris  Torrance,  a  reporter  from  the  Bay  Guardian,  protested  speaking  for  the  Bay 
Guardian  and  the  public  about  the  matter  being  discussed  in  a  closed  session.  He 
stated  that  the  issue  is  of  public  importance  and  should  be  discussed  in  public. 

The  Public  Utilities  Commission  met  in  dosed  session  from  3:30  P.M.  to  5;  10  P.M.  to 
discuss  the  following  matters: 

17.  Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section 
54956.9(b)(c): 

Anticipated  Litigation:       As  Plaintiff  and  as  Defendant 

Regarding  500+  acres  of  San  Francisco  Water 
Department  property  on  Bernal  Avenue  in  Alameda 
County. 

No  action  was  taken. 

1 8.     Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section 
54956.9(a): 

Existing  Litigation:  Chevron  v.  CCSF,  and  CCSF  v.  Standard,  et.al. 

(Chevron). 

No  action  was  taken. 


96-137 


Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section 
54956. 9(a): 

Existing  Litigation:  Bay  Area  Water  Users  Association  v.  CCSF 

JAMS  No.  950511074 


No  action  was  taken. 


19.(a)  Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section 
54956.9(b)(c): 

Anticipated  Litigation:       As  Defendant 

Regarding  the  Municipalization  Feasibility  Study. 

No  action  was  taken. 


20.     Announcement  following  Closed  Session. 

Romaine  A.  Boldhdge,  Commission  Secretary,  announced  the  actions  taken  during 
the  Closed  Session. 


21.     Motion  regarding  whether  to  disclose  the  discussions  during  Closed  Session. 

Commissioner  Normandy  moved,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras  not  to 
disclose  the  discussion  duhng  the  closed  session. 


Thereupon,  the  meeting  was  adjourned:  5:1 1  P.M. 


Romaine  A.  Boldhdge 
Secretary 
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WHEREAS,  Pursuant  to  PUC  Resolution  No.  92-0063,  Commission  entered 
into  a  Agreement  witli  MHB  Consultants,  Inc.,  formerly  McLeod  &  Associates,  for  economic 
consulting  services  related  to  protection  of  the  City  Water  rights;  and 

WHEREAS,  Additional  funding  is  needed  for  the  continued  services  of  MHB 
Consultants,  Inc.;  and 

WHEREAS,  Funding  for  this  contract  is  available  in  the  Hetch  Hetchy  Operating 
Budget;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  hereby  agrees  that  the  contract 
with  MHB  Consultants,  Inc.,  a  certified  minority  firm,  be  increased  by  $21,000,  for  a 
contract  total  not  to  exceed  $362,000,  and  that  the  contract  term  be  extended  to  June  30, 
1997;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  authorizes  the  General  Manager  of 
the  Public  Utilities  Commission  to  execute  the  Fifth  Amendment  to  Agreement  with  MHB 
Consultants,  Inc. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 


H011413 


of 


JUNE     1 1 1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commissmn 


F»UBI_IC   UTILITIES  COIVlIVllSSIOtM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0119 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  This  Commission,  by  its  Resolution  No.  94-0189  dated  June  28,  1994,  entered 
into  a  five  year  contract  with  Henwood  Energy  Services,  Inc.  to  provide  "as-needed"  power  planning 
services;  and 

WHEREAS,  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  and  Power  has  been  utilizing  the  services  of  this  contractor 
and  its  subcontractors  on  projects  and  tasks  related  to  long-term  resource  planning;  and 

WHEREAS,  Staff  require  additional  assistance  to  evaluate  competing  opportunities  to 
mitigate  electric  supply  and  market  risks,  reduce  costs,  and  increase  revenues;  and 

WHEREAS,  Additional  funding  is  needed  to  continue  the  services  of  this  furo  for  another 

fiscal  year;  and 

WHEREAS,  Funding  to  continue  the  services  of  Henwood  Energy  Services,  Inc.  Is  available 
in  Hetch  Hetchy's  Operating  Budget;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  authorize  the  General  Manager,  Public  Utilities 
Commission,  to  negotiate  and  execute  the  Second  Amendment  to  this  Agreement  with  Henwood 
Energy  Services,  Inc.  increasing  contract  funding  by  $100,000,  for  a  contract  total  not  to  exceed 
$600,000. 


H011401 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  fore ^oins  resolutwrr  was  adopted  by  the  Pubhc  Uttlmes  Comm.swrt  at  its  meettrtg 

JUNE  11199F  

of  " 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC   UTILITIES  COWIIVIISSIOIM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0120 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  By  Resolution  No.  92-0306,  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  did  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  the  law  firm  of  Metzger,  Mollis,  Gordon  &  Mortimer  to  provide  legal 
services  to  the  Commission  in  the  then  upcoming  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
(FERC)  hearing  on  New  Don  Pedro  Reservoir;  monitor  and  analyze  federal  water  and 
power  matters,  and  attend  to  related  matters  that  arise;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  firm  of  Metzger,  Hollis,  Gordon  &  Mortimer  has  changed  its  name 

to  Metzger,  Hollis,  Gordon  &  Alprin;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  PUC  General  Manager  and  City  Attorney's  Office  desire  to 
continue  to  retain  Counsel  to  the  full  extent  of  the  anticipated  future  need  of  its  legal 
services;  and 

WHEREAS,  Additional  funding  is  needed  for  the  continued  services  of  Metzger, 
Hollis,  Gordon  &  Alprin  and  such  funding  is  available  in  Hetch  Hetchy's  operating  budget; 
now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  hereby  agrees  to  extend  the 
contract  term  of  this  agreement  to  June  30, 1 997,  and  agrees  to  increase  the  contract  total 
by  $300,000,  for  a  contract  total  not  to  exceed  $2,309,000;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  does  hereby  authorize  the  General 
Manager  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  to  execute  the  Fourth  Amendment  to 
Agreement  with  Metzger,  Hollis,  Gordon  &  Alprin. 


HOI 1414 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  .as  adopted  by  the  PubUc  UtilUies  Commission  at  its  meeting 

 JUNE      1 1 1996   ■ 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COI\/ll\/llSSIOIM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
RESOLUTION  NO.   96-0121 


WHEREAS,  The  services  of  the  City  Attorney  are  currently  under  funded;  and 

WHEREAS  Based  on  current  level  of  spending,  the  City  Attorney's  staff  estimates 
that  an  additional  $827,912  is  needed  to  complete  the  fiscal  year;  and 

WHEREAS,  This  additional  funding  is  available  in  Hetch  Hetchy's  and  Water 
Department's  operating  budget;  now  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Public  Utilities  Commission  requests  ^he  Controller  to 
»  fir  «ft97  Q1P  rom  Hetchv's  and  Water  Departments's  operating  budgets  to  PUC 
Sn  Sftrn^r:  sluices  o,  .ho  CltyVorney  for  .ho  remainder  c.  .he  «sca, 
year.  Hetchy's  share  is  $389,1 19  and  Water's  share  is  $438,793. 


F:\resoluti.hh 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  fore.orrr,  resolut.or.  .as  adopted  by  the  PubUc  UtUuies  Commissior.  at 

JUNE     1 1 1996 


1/5  meeting  of. 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


1 155  Market  Street.  4th  Floor 
San  Francisco.  California  94103 
(415)  554-3155 


NOTICE  OF  PUBLIC  HEARING 
TO  CONSIDER  FINDINGS  OF  FACT  AND  JUDGMENT 
RELATING  TO  THE  TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS 
FROM  HETCH  HETCHY  WATER  AND  POWER 
TO  THE  GENERAL  FUND 


Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
will  hold  a  public  hearing  on  Tuesday,  June  18,  1996,  at  1 :00  P.M.  in  Room  402,  1 155  Market  Street, 
San  Francisco,  California  to  consider  findings  in  fact  and  judgment  under  Section  6.407  of  the  Charter 
of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  relating  to  the  transfer  of  a  total  of  $30  million  to  the  general 
fund  from  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  and  Power. 

Copies  of  the  proposed  findings  will  be  available  for  public  review  beginning  May  22,  1 996  from  the 
Secretary  of  the  Public  UtUities  Commission  1155  Market  Street,  Fourth  Floor,  San  Francisco, 
California,  554-3165. 

All  interested  parties  are  invited  to  attend  the  public  hearing  and  present  their  views. 


Romaine  A.  Boldridge 
Secretary 


HHTRANSF.ER  -  MAY  15.  1996 


IVIIIVUXES 
PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Willie  L.  Brown,  Jr. 
MAYOR 


SPECIAL  MEETING 

June  18, 1996 
1:00  P.M. 
Room  402 
1155  Market  Street,  Fourth  Floor 


COMMISSIONERS 


Marion  E.  Otsea,  President 
E.  Dennis  Normandy 


Robert  K.  Werbe 


Victor  G.  Makras 


DEPARTMENTS 
Water  Department 
Hetch  Hetchy 


BUREAUS 
Commercial  Land  Management 
Engineering  and  Construction  Management 
Finance 

Information  Systems 
Personnel  and  Training 

System  Planning  and  Regulatory  Compliance 


Anson  B.  Moran 
GENERAL  MANAGER 

Romaine  A.  Boldridge 
SECRETARY 


96-139 


C^ll  to  Order: 


1  :  1  O  p.  m- 


Rol/  Call;  Present  -  President  Marion  E.  Otsea,  Commissioner  E. 

Dennis  Normandy,  Commissioner  Robert  K.  Werbe, 
Commissioner  Victor  G.  Makras 


Public  Hearing  -  To  consider  findings  of  fact  and  judgment  relating  to  the  transfer  of 
funds  from  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power  to  the  General  Fund. 

Anson  B.  Moran,  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities,  stated  that  the  item  before  the 
Commission  was  to  authonze  the  transfer  of  $30,165,393  from  Hetch  Hetchy  to  the 
general  fund.  He  described  the  process  required  by  the  Charter  in  which  the 
General  Manager  submits  a  report  to  the  Commission  making  a  recommendation 
and  gives  the  Commission  the  supporting  information  necessary  to  make  findings 
required  to  authorize  the  transfer  of  funds.  The  Commission's  action  would  need  to 
be  affirmed  by  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Commissioner  Otsea  questioned  the  odd  amount  of  the  transfer.  Steven 
Carmichael,  Assistant  General  Manager,  Finance,  replied  that  the  amount  is  the 
same  amount  that  was  transferred  last  year.  Commissioner  Otsea  requested  that  in 
the  future,  that  the  amount  be  rounded  off  to  an  even  amount  and  that  staff  pursue 
the  elimination  of  the  subsidy  to  the  Municipal  Railway. 

Mr.  Moran  expressed  his  confidence  in  the  department's  ability  to  fund  operations 
and  to  provide  for  contingencies. 

Commissioner  Makras  expressed  concern  about  the  ability  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  especially  under  the  new  Charter,  to  reach  into  the  Hetch  Hetchy 
budget  for  funds  for  other  purposes.  Thomas  Berliner,  Utilities  General  Counsel, 
replied  that  regarding  transfernng  funds,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  has  no  greater 
power  under  the  new  Charter  than  it  had  under  the  old  Charter.  If  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  wants  to  act  during  the  creation  of  the  budget,  it  has  broad  powers. 

There  was  no  public  comment. 

On  motion  of  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras  Item  3  was 
adopted  (4-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0122:   Making  findings  and  authorizing  an  increase  to  the 

General  Fund  contribution  by  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  and 
Power  to  $30,165,393,  thus  amending  the  Hetch  Hetchy 
FY  96/97  budget  accordingly;  and  requesting 
concurrence  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 


96-140 


Thereupon,  the  meeting  was  adjourned:  1:27  p.m. 


Romaine  A.  Boldridge 
Secretary 


96-141 


F»UBI_IO   UTILITIES  OOM IVII SSIO In| 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.  96-0  122 


WHEREAS,  The  Commission  approved  a  FY  96/97  budget  for  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  and 
Power  that  included  a  transfer  to  the  General  Fund  of  $25,000,000;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  General  Manager  of  Utilities  has  recommended  to  the  Conmiission  that 
under  the  provision  of  section  6.407  of  the  Charter,  the  Commission  can  make  the  affirmative 
finding  required  in  order  to  transfer  $30,165,393  to  the  General  Fund;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Commission  has  held  a  public  hearing  on  the  proposal;  now, 

therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  finds  the  following  to  be  true: 

(A)  That  a  surplus  exists  or  is  projected  to  exist  after  meeting  the  requirements  of  Section 

6.407, 

(B)  That  there  is  no  unfunded  operating  or  capital  program  that  by  its  lack  of  funding 
could  jeopardize  health,  safety,  water  supply  or  power  production, 

(C)  That  there  is  no  reasonably  foreseeable  operating  contingency  that  cannot  be  funded 
without  General  Fund  subsidy,  and 

(D)  That  such  a  transfer  of  funds  in  all  other  respects  reflects  prudent  utility  practice;  and, 

be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Conrunission  hereby  approves  an  increase  to  the 
General  Fund  contribution  by  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  and  Power  to  $30,165,393,  thus  amending  the 
Hetch  Hetchy  FY  96/97  budget  accordingly;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  reconunendation  of  this  Commission  be  forwarded  to 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  their  concurrence. 


;  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

JUNE     1  8  1996   


of 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


MINUXES 

PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Willie  L.  Brown,  Jr. 
MAYOR 


REGULAR  MEETING 

June  25,1996 
1:00  P.M. 
Room  402 
1155  Market  Street,  Fourth  Floor 

COMMISSIONERS 
Marion  E.  Otsea,  President 

E,  Dennis  Normandy 
Robert  K.  Werbe 
Victor  G.  Makras 


DEPARTMENTS 
Water  Department 
Hetch  Hetchy 


BUREAUS 
Commercial  Land  Management 
Engineering  and  Construction  Management 
Finance 

Information  Systems 
Personnel  and  Training 

System  Planning  and  Regulatory  Compliance 


Anson  B.  Moran 
GENERAL  MANAGER 

Romaine  A.  Boldridge 
SECRETARY 


96-142 


CALL  TO  ORDER;  1:02  p.m. 

ROLL  CALL.  Present  -  Commissioner  E.  Dennis  Normandy.  Commissioner 

Robert  K.  Werbe,  Commissioner  Victor  G.  Makras 

Excused  -  President  Marion  E.  Otsea 

Commissioner  Normandy  presided. 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

On  motion  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras,  the  Minutes 
of  the  Regular  Meeting  of  May  28,  1996  were  approved  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

COMMUNICATIONS 
No  action  was  taken. 

INTRODUCTION  OF  OLD  BUSINESS  BY  COMMISSIONERS 
There  was  no  old  business  introduced  by  Commissioners. 

INTRODUCTION  OF  NEW  BUSINESS  BY  COMMISSIONERS 
There  was  no  new  business  introduced  by  Commissioners. 

REPORT  OF  THE  GENERAL  MANAGER 
There  was  no  report. 

PUBLIC  COMMENTS 
There  were  none. 


96-143 


REGUUAR  CALENDAR 


9.  Authorizing  reallocation  of  $400,000  from  Other  Current  Expenses  to  Materiais  and 
Supplies  in  the  City  Distribution  Division's  Operating  Fund. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras  to  adopt  Item  9; 
carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0123:    Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

reallocate  $400,000  from  Other  Current  Expenses  to 
Materials  and  Supplies  in  the  City  Distribution  Division's 
Operating  Fund. 

10.  Approving  the  schedule  of  fees  to  be  charged  for  certain  uses  of  watershed  lands, 
rights-of-way  and  other  real  properties  of  the  Water  Department. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras  to  continue  Item 

10  to  the  regular  meeting  scheduled  on  July  9,  1996;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

11.  Report  on  the  status  of  progress  of  negotiations  among  Daly  City,  the  Olympic  Club, 
the  San  Francisco  Golf  and  Country  Club,  and  the  Public  Utilities  Commission 
regarding  the  use  of  recycled  water  for  golf  course  irrigation. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras  to  continue  Item 

1 1  to  the  regular  meeting  scheduled  on  July  9.  1 996;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

President  Normandy  removed  Items  numbered  12  to  19  from  the  Regular  Calendar  for 
consideration  as  Consent  Calendar  items. 

Motion  made  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras  to  adopt  Items 
numbered  12.  13,  14,  15.  16,  17,  18.  and  19;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

12      Resolution  No.  96-0124:    Approving  the  terms  and  conditions  and  authonzing  the 

execution  of  a  permit  to  the  State  of  California,  Department 
of  Transportation  (Caltrans)  for  installing  a  temporary 
access  road  and  for  temporary  storage  of  construction 
equipment  and  vehicles  in  the  Permit  Area  on  SFWD  lands 
located  in  Alameda  County;  and  providing  for  payment  of 
$750.00  permit  processing  fee.  $250.00  inspection  cost 
and  $2,500.00  Use  Fee. 
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Reso/ution  No    9S-0125;      Approving  the  terms  snd  conditions  and  at_itV~ioriz.ing  tV^e 

execution     of    that    certain    Demolition    and  Remova\ 
Agreement  by  and  between  the  Ohione  Humane  Society, 
City  of  Fremont  and  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
as  well  as  a  Lease  to  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District,  as 
Lessee,  and  a  sublease  to  the  Ohione  Humane  Society  for 
the  purpose  of  operating  and  maintaining  a  wildlife 
rehabilitation    center    in    Newark,    Alameda  County, 
commencing  June  30,  1996  and  expinng  June  29,  2001,  at 
a  rental  of  $600.00  per  year. 

Resolution  No.  96-0126:    Amending  the  personal  sen/ices  contract  with  Bruce 

Lymburn  by  increasing  the  amount  from  $200,000  to 
$300,000  and  extending  the  term  from  December  1,  1996 
to  December  31.  1997. 

Resolution  No.  96-0127:    Approving  the  terms  and  conditions  and  authonzing 

execution  of  a  Lease  of  approximately  1.17  acres  of  land  in 
Santa  Clara  County  to  Adaptec,  Inc.,  as  Lessee,  for  the 
purpose  of  parking  vehicles  for  a  term  expinng  June  30, 
2006,  at  an  initial  rental  of  $2,000.00  per  month  with 
annual  CP!  adjustments. 

Resolution  No.  96-0128:    Approving  the  terms  and  conditions  and  authorizing  the 

execution  of  a  permit  to  William  Lettis  &  Associates,  Inc., 
as  permittee,  for  the  purpose  of  conduction  a  geological 
investigation  of  the  Calaveras  Fault  located  on  San 
Antonio  Reservoir  Watershed  Lands  in  Alameda  County, 
Commencing  July  1,  1996  and  expiring  August  31,  1996, 
providing  for  payment  of  a  $  750.00  processing  fee  and 
reimbursement  of  staff  time. 

Resolution  No.  96-0129:    Approving  the  terms  and  conditions  and  authonzing  the 

execution  of  a  permit  to  Brooks  Fiber  Communications,  as 
Permittee,  for  the  purpose  of  installing  a  fiber  optic  conduit 
across  and  within  the  Permit  Area  located  in  Milpitas, 
Santa  Clara  County  and  providing  for  payment  of  a 
$1,500.00  processing  fee.  $350.00  inspection  cost  and 
$1,200  Annual  Use  Fee,  with  CPI  adjustments. 
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Fi&SOltutiori   IMo.    OS  -O  1  30j  Af^proving    the    terms  (<  J    cloned  ttior-is    sand    si»_»H-»or  i       r-»g  \v 

execuition  of  a  permit  to  Racific  Gas  and  E\ectrio  Compaoy. 
as  Permittee,  for  the  purpose  of  instaUing  two  separate 
natural  gas  underground  pipelines  within  the  Permit  Area 
located  in  Milpitas,  Santa  Clara  County,  and  providing  for 
payment  of  a  $1 ,500.00  processing  fee,  $700.00  inspection 
fee  and  $1,920.00  Annual  Use  Fee,  with  CPI  adjustments. 


19.      Resolution  No.  96-0131:    Approving  the  terms  and  conditions  and  authohzing  the 

execution  of  a  permit  to  William  Dubovsky  Environmental, 
as  permittee,  for  the  purpose  of  installing  two  monitoring 
wells  for  monitoring  and  sampling  groundwater  and  soil 
contamination  in  the  Permit  Area  located  in  Alameda 
County  and  providing  for  payment  of  a  $750.00  processing 
fee. 


20.  Approving  plans  and  specifications  for  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  No. 
WD-2187,  8-Inch  Ductile  Iron  Main  Installation  in  10th  Street  between  Market  and 
Division  Streets,  Shendan  Street  between  9th  and  10th  Streets,  Boardman  Place 
between  Bryant  and  Brannan  Streets;  and  authorizing  advertisement  for  bids. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras,  to  continue  Item 
20  to  the  regular  meeting  scheduled  on  July  9,  1996;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 


President  Normandy  removed  Items  numbered  21  and  22  from  the  Regular  Calendar  for 
consideration  as  Consent  Calendar  items. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras  to  adopt  Items  21  and 
22;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote; 

21.  Resolution  No.  96-0132;    Awarding  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  No. 

WD-2126,  6-Inch  Ductile  Iron  Main  Installation  in  Spruce, 
Cole,  Blake,  Collins,  and  Wood  Streets  between  Anza 
street  and  Euclid  Avenue  to  Marinship  Construction 
Services,  Inc.  in  the  amount  of  $536, 1 75.00. 

22.  Resolution  No.  96-0133:    Awarding  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  No. 

WD-2121,  8-Inch  Ductile  Iron  Main  Installation  in  Bayshore 
Boulevard  -  East  Side  between  Industrial  Street  and 
Oakdale  Avenue  in  the  amount  of  $211,100.00  to  P  &  J 
Utility  Co.,  as  the  lowest  responsive  bidder,  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  extension  of  time 
to  award. 
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23        Pubfic  Comments  on  matters  to  be  discussed  in  Closed  Session. 
The  following  individuals  commented  regarding  Item  28: 

Linda  Jenkins,  a  subcontractor  to  J.  W.  Wilson,  requested  that  all  information 
submitted  in  the  oral  interviews  before  the  Technical  Review  Committee  should  be 
made  available  for  review  by  the  Commission.  She  requested  that  municipalization 
studies  done  by  ETAG  should  also  be  evaluated. 

Joel  Ventresca,  member  of  the  Technical  Review  Committee  and  Chair  of  San 
Franciscans  for  Public  Power,  urged  the  Commission  to  reconsider  its  decision  and  to 
award  the  contract  to  J.  W.  Wilson.  He  asked  that  the  Commission  consider  a 
contractor  that  has  no  connections  with  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  (PG&E)  and  has 
successful  experience  in  conducting  municipalization  studies. 

Chris  Torrens  from  the  Bay  Guardian  commented  for  the  Bay  Guardian,  reiterating  their 
concerns  on  the  matter  being  discussed  in  a  closed  session  when  there  was  not  any 
correspondence  from  J.  W.  Wilson  threatening  litigation.  Thomas  M.  Berliner,  Utilities 
General  Counsel,  advised  that  when  the  Commission  receives  a  protest  they  should 
take  it  as  a  serious  protest  and  should  treat  it  as  potential  litigation.  The  Commission 
agreed  to  proceed  to  discuss  the  matter  in  closed  session. 

Eugene  Coyle,  economist  from  TURN,  and  a  member  of  the  Technical  Review 
Committee  stated  that  J.  W.  Wilson  submitted  the  best  proposal  and  gave  the  best 
presentation  to  the  Technical  Review  Committee.  He  stated  that  ETAG  did  not  have 
a  working  relationship  with  TURN.  He  expressed  concerns  about  impartiality  in  the 
consultant  selection  process. 

Robert  Lehman,  a  member  of  the  Technical  Review  Committee,  noted  that  the  scoring 
done  by  the  Committee  was  weighted  based  on  the  experience  of  the  consultants  and 
not  by  conflict  of  interest  issues. 

The  Public  Utilities  Commission  met  in  Closed  Session  from  1:37  p.m.  to  2:50  p.m.  to  discuss 
the  following  matters: 
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24.        Conference  with  Real  Property  Negotiator  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section 
5A956.8: 

Property:  Parcel  093-352-030  on  Miilbrae  Avenue  in  San  Mateo  County 

Parties  Negotiating:  CCSF:  Anthony  Deiucchi 

Purchaser:    City  of  Miilbrae 
Under  Negotiation:  Price 

No  action  was  taken  on  Item  24. 


25.  Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54956.9(a): 
Existing  Litigation:  Chevron  v.  CCSF.  and  CCSF  v.  Standard,  et.al.  (Chevron). 
No  action  was  taken  on  Item  25. 

26.  Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54956.9(b) 
and  (c): 

Anticipated  Litigation 

No  action  was  taken  on  Item  26. 


27.     Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54956.9(a): 

Existing  Litigation:  Bay  Area  Water  Users  Association  v.  CCSF 

JAMS  No.  950511074 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras  to  approve  the 
second  settlement  agreement  for  Item  27;  earned  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0134:    Approving  the  second  settlement  agreement  between  the 

City  and  the  Suburban  Purchasers;  approving  the  financial 
adjustment  provided  in  Section  II,  11  and  approving  the 
water  use  adjustment  provided  in  Sections  II,  12-14  of  the 
second  partial  agreement;  and  approving  the  payment  of 
$380,000  to  the  Bay  Area  Water  Users  Association  in 
exchange  for  dismissal  of  all  demands  in  the  pending 
arbitration  proceedings. 
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ConfereriGe  with  LegaJ  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  S-^QSe  ^t^toX^o^. 


Anticipated  Litigation; 


As  Defendant 


Regarding  the  protest  received  on  the  Preliminary 
Municipalization  Feasibility  Study. 


The  Commission  adopted  the  following  resolution  by  common  consent. 

Resolution  No.  96-0135:    Maintaining  the  Commission's  position  of  awarding  the 

preliminary  municipalization  feasibility  study  to  ETAG  and 
rejecting  the  J.  W.  Wilson  &  Associates  protest. 

29.  Announcement  following  Closed  Session. 

Romaine  A.  Boldndge,  Commission  Secretary,  announced  the  actions  taken  by  the 
Commission  during  the  Closed  Session. 

30.  Motion  regarding  whether  to  disclose  the  discussions  during  Closed  Session. 

Commissioner  Werbe  moved,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras  not  to  disclose  the 
discussion  during  the  Closed  Session  except  to  read  a  statement  regarding  the  action 
taken  on  Item  28  of  the  Closed  Session  agenda. 

Commissioner  Normandy  read  the  following  statement: 

"The  Commission  has  carefully  reviewed  the  testimony  and  material  provided  by  the  public 
and  the  members  of  the  Technical  Review  Committee  (TRC)  including  recent  testimony  in 
support  of  the  protest.  We  are  grateful  for  this  input. 

The  Commission  maintains  its  position  awarding  the  contract  to  ETAG  and  rejects  the  J.  W. 
Wilson  &  Associates,  Inc.  protest." 

Thereupon,  the  meeting  was  adjourned:  2:55  P.M. 


Romaine  A.  Boldridge 
Secretary 
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F»UBUIC   UTILITIES  COIVllX/llSSIOIsi 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0123 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  The  City  Distribution  Division  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  has 
expended  all  funds  currently  budgeted  for  Materials  and  Supplies  in  the  FY  1995-96  Operating 
Budget;  and 

WHEREAS,  Continued  funding  in  Object  040,  Materials  and  Supplies  is  necessary  to  allow 
the  City  Distribution  Division  to  continue  routine  daily  operations;  and 

WHEREAS,  Funds  in  the  amount  of  $50,000  are  available  in  Object  035  Other  Current 
Expenses  of  the  City  Distribution  Divison  Operating  Budget  and  $350,000  are  available  in  Object  035 
Other  Current  Expenses  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Administrative  Division  Operating 
Budget;  and 

WHEREAS,  San  Francisco  Water  Department  wishes  to  reallocate  said  amounts  from  both 
Object  035  to  Object  040;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Public  Utilities  Conunission  authorizes  the  Manager  of  the  Public 
Utilities  Commission'to  reallocate  $400,000  from  035  Other  Current  Expenses,  to  Object  040, 
Materials  and  Supplies,  in  the  City  Distribution  Division's  Operating  Fund. 


f:\doc\calitems\mat&supp.res 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foreeoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

JUNE     2  5  1996  . 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


F*UBI_IC   UTILITIES  C30WIIVIISSI0INI 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


06-0124 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  certain  real  property 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  in  Alameda  County;  and 

WHEREAS,  State  of  California,  Department  of  Transportation  (Caltrans),  has 
requested  to  enter  into  an  agreement  for  installing  a  temporary  access  road  and  for 
temporary  storage  of  construction  equipment  and  vehicles;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Water  Department  has  determined,  and  completed  a 
certification,  that  the  project  described  by  the  proposed  agreement  is  categorically 
exempt  from  the  requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act;  now, 
therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  terms  and  conditions 
and  authorizes  the  execution  of  that  certain  permit  to  Caltrans  for  installing  a  temporary 
access  road  and  for  temporary  storage  of  construction  equipment  and  vehicles  in  the 
Permit  Area  on  SFWD  lands  located  in  Alameda  County,  as  set  forth  in  the  permit  of 
certain  real  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Water  Department,  as  shown  on 
Exhibit  A-1 ,  commencing  upon  authorization  and  approval  of  said  permit  by 
Commission  and  expiring  upon  oral  or  written  notice  from  City  revoking  this  Permit 
provided  that  the  Permittee  shall  pay  a  $750.00  permit  processing  fee,  $250.00 
inspection  cost  and  $2,500.00  Use  Fee;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  all  actions  authorized  by  this  resolution  and 
heretofore  taken  by  any  City  official  in  connection  with  such  Agreement  are  hereby 
ratified,  approved  and  confirmed  by  this  Commission;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  upon  approval  by  this  Commission,  the  General 
Manager  of  Public  Utilities  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  said  permit. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

of__  JUNE     2  5  199P  ^  . 


Secretary  Public  Utilities  Commission 


F»U  B  I_IO    UTILITIES  OOIV1  I\/IISSIOIM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0125 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  certain  real  property 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  in  Alameda  County;  and 

WHEREAS,  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District  has  agreed  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  a  wildlife  rehabilitation  center  on  the 
Lease  Area;  and 

WHEREAS,  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District  will  sublease  the  Premises  to  the 
Ohione  Humane  Society;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Ohione  Humane  Society,  City  of  Fremont  and  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  have  agreed  to  enter  into  a  Demolition  and  Removal 
Agreement  requiring  the  City  of  Fremont  to  remove  all  structures  and  improvements 
located  on  the  Lease  Area  and  to  restore  the  Lease  Area  to  its  original  condition  upon 
Lease  expiration;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Water  Department  has  determined,  and  completed  a 
certification,  that  the  project  described  by  the  proposed  agreement  is  categorically 
exempt  from  the  requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act;  now, 
therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  terms  and  conditions 
and  authorizes  the  execution  of  that  certain  Demolition  and  Removal  Agreement  by  and 
between  the  Ohione  Humane  Society,  City  of  Fremont  and  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  as  well  as  a  Lease  to  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District,  as  Lessee,  and  a 
sublease  to  the  Ohione  Humane  Society,  for  the  purpose  of  operating  and  maintaining 
a  wildlife  rehabilitation  center  in  Newark,  Alameda  County,  as  set  forth  in  the  Lease  of 
certain  real  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Water  Department,  as  shown  on 
Water  Department  Drawing  C-1 085-2,  commencing  on  June  30,  1996  and  expiring  on 
June  29,  2001  provided  that  the  Lessee  shall  pay  an  annual  rental  of  Six  Hundred 
Dollars  ($600.00)  per  year;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  all  actions  authorized  by  this  resolution  and 
heretofore  taken  by  any  City  official  in  connection  with  such  Agreement  are  hereby 
ratified,  approved  and  confirmed  by  this  Commission;  and  be  it 


FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  upon  approval  by  this  Commission,  the  General 
M&nager  of  Public  Utilities  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  said  Permit. 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

 JUNE     2  5  1996  


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commfssion 


I=»UBI_IC   UTILITIES  COIVIIVIISSIOIM 

City  and  County  of  Son  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.  9  6  —  0126 


WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  certain  real  property 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  which  is  leased  to 
businesses  and  individuals;  and 

WHEREAS,  In  excess  of  30  leases  managed  by  the  PUC  Bureau  of  Commercial 
Land  Management  remain  expired;  and 

WHEREAS,  Through  Resolutions  95-0038,  95-0171  and  96-0008  the  Finance 
Director  contracted  the  services  of  Mr.  Bruce  Lymburn  to  provide  independent  property 
appraisals  and  negotiate  fair  market  rents;  and 

WHEREAS,  Due  to  the  extent  of  continuing  backlog  and  complexity  of  lease 
negotiations,  there  continues  to  be  a  need  for  outside  expert  assistance;  now  therefore 
be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  authorizes  the  General  Manager  of  Public 
Utilities  to  amend  the  personal  services  contract  with  Mr.  Bruce  Lymburn  by  increasing 
the  amount  from  $200,000  to  $300,000  and  extending  the  term  from  December  1,  1996 
to  December  31 ,  1 997.  Funding  for  this  amendment  is  available  in  the  Bureau  of 
Commercial  Land  Management  '96-'97  FY  Budget. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 


of 


JUNE     2  5  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commi^ion 


F'UBLIC  UTILITIES  CO IVIIVII SSIO fM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0127 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  certain  real  property 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  in  Santa  Clara  County; 
and 

WHEREAS,  Adaptec,  Inc.  has  requested  to  enter  into  an  agreement  for  parking 
of  vehicles  in  the  Lease  Area;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Water  Department  has  determined,  and  completed  a 
certification,  that  the  project  described  by  the  proposed  agreement  is  categorically 
exempt  from  the  requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act;  now, 
therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  terms  and  conditions 
and  authorizes  the  execution  of  that  certain  Lease  of  approximately  1.17  acres  of  land 
to  Adaptec,  Inc.,  as  Lessee,  for  the  purpose  of  parking  vehicles  in  the  Lease  Area 
located  in  Santa  Clara  County,  as  set  forth  in  the  Lease  of  certain  real  property  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Water  Department,  as  shown  on  Exhibit  A,  commencing  on  the 
earlier  to  occur  of:  (i)  sixty  (60)  days  after  the  Delivery  Date;  or  (ii)  substantial 
completion  of  the  parking  lot  improvements  to  be  constructed  by  Lessee  on  the 
Premises  and  expiring  on  June  30,  2006  provided  that  the  Lessee  shall  pay  an  initial 
rental  of  $2,000.00  per  month  with  annual  (CPI)  adjustments  not  less  than  2%  or  more 
than  6%;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  all  actions  authorized  by  this  resolution  and 
heretofore  taken  by  any  City  official  in  connection  with  such  Agreement  are  hereby 
ratified,  approved  and  confirmed  by  this  Commission;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  upon  approval  by  this  Commission,  the  General 
Manager  of  Public  Utilities  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  said  Lease. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

 JUNE     2  5  1996  


Secretary.  Public  Utilities  Commission 


UTILITIES  OOIVUVHSSiOfsl 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0128 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  certain  real  property 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  in  Alameda  County;  and 

WHEREAS,  William  Lettis  &  Associates,  Inc.  has  requested  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  for  conducting  a  geological  investigation  of  the  Calaveras  Fault  on  Water 
Department  lands  located  in  the  San  Antonio  Reservoir  Watershed  Lands  in  Sunol 
Valley;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Water  Department  has  determined,  and  completed  a 
certification,  that  the  project  described  by  the  proposed  agreement  is  categorically 
exempt  from  the  requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act;  now, 
therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  terms  and  conditions 
and  authorizes  the  execution  of  that  certain  permit  to  William  Lettis  &  Associates,  Inc., 
as  permittee,  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a  geological  investigation  of  the  Calaveras 
Fault  located  on  San  Antonio  Reservoir  Watershed  Lands  in  Alameda  County,  as  set 
forth  in  the  permit  of  certain  real  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Water 
Department,  as  shown  on  Exhibit  B,  commencing  on  July  1 .  1 996  and  expiring  on 
August  31 ,  1996  provided  that  the  Permittee  shall  pay  a  $750.00  processing  fee  and 
$100.00  per  hour  for  utilization  of  SFWD  staff  time;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  all  actions  authorized  by  this  resolution  and 
heretofore  taken  by  any  City  official  in  connection  with  such  Agreement  are  hereby 
ratified,  approved  and  confirmed  by  this  Commission;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  upon  approval  by  this  Commission,  the  General 
Manager  of  Public  Utilities  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  said  permit. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  b\  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

,f  JUNE     2  5  1996   . 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commismon 


f^UBLIC   UTILITIES  0<=> IVIMISSIO 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0129 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  certain  real  property 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  in  Santa  Clara  County; 
and 

WHEREAS,  Brooks  Fiber  Communications  has  requested  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  for  installing  a  fiber  optic  conduit  in  the  Permit  Area;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Water  Department  has  determined,  and  completed  a 
certification,  that  the  project  described  by  the  proposed  agreement  is  categorically 
exempt  from  the  requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act;  now, 
therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  terms  and  conditions 
and  authorizes  the  execution  of  that  certain  Permit  to  Brooks  Fiber  Communications,  as 
Permittee,  for  the  purpose  of  installing  a  fiber  optic  conduit  across  and  within  the  Permit 
Area  located  in  Milpitas,  Santa  Clara  County,  as  set  forth  in  the  Permit  of  certain  real 
property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Water  Department,  as  shown  on  Exhibit  A, 
commencing  upon  authorization  and  approval  of  said  permit  by  Commission  and 
expiring  upon  oral  or  written  notice  from  City  revoking  this  Permit  provided  that  the 
Permittee  shall  pay  a  $1 ,500.00  permit  processing  fee,  $350.00  inspection  cost  and 
$1 ,200.00  Annual  Use  Fee  with  annual  (CPI)  adjustments;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  all  actions  authorized  by  this  resolution  and 
heretofore  taken  by  any  City  official  in  connection  with  such  Agreement  are  hereby 
ratified,  approved  and  confirmed  by  this  Commission;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  upon  approval  by  this  Commission,  the  General 
Manager  of  Public  Utilities  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  said  Permit. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

,f  JUNE     2  5  1996  '  


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


F»l_IBI_IO   UTILITIES  OO iVI IVIISSlOrM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  certain  real  property 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  in  Santa  Clara  County; 
and 

WHEREAS,  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  has  requested  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  for  installing  two  separate  natural  gas  underground  pipelines  in  the  Permit 
Area;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Water  Department  has  determined,  and  completed  a 
certification,  that  the  project  described  by  the  proposed  agreement  is  categorically 
exempt  from  the  requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act;  now, 
therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  terms  and  conditions 
and  authorizes  the  execution  of  that  certain  Permit  to  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric 
Company,  as  Permittee,  for  the  purpose  of  installing  two  separate  natural  gas 
underground  pipelines  within  the  Permit  Area  located  in  Milpitas,  Santa  Clara  County, 
as  set  forth  in  the  Permit  of  certain  real  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Water 
Department,  as  shown  on  Exhibits  A-1,  commencing  upon  authorization  and  approval 
of  said  permit  by  Commission  and  expiring  upon  oral  or  written  notice  from  City 
revoking  this  Permit  provided  that  the  Permittee  shall  pay  a  $1 ,500.00  permit 
processing  fee,  $700.00  inspection  cost  and  $1 ,920.00  Annual  Use  Fee  with  annual 
(CPI)  adjustments;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  all  actions  authorized  by  this  resolution  and 
heretofore  taken  by  any  City  official  in  connection  with  such  Agreement  are  hereby 
ratified,  approved  and  confirmed  by  this  Commission;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  upon  approval  by  this  Commission,  the  General 
Manager  of  Public  Utilities  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  said  Permit. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 


of 


JUNE     2  5  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Cominission 


F»UBI_IC   UTILITIES  0<3I\/I MISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0131 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  certain  real  property 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  in  Alameda  County;  and 

WHEREAS,  William  Dubovsky  Environmental  has  requested  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  for  installing  two  monitoring  wells  for  monitoring  and  sampling  groundwater 
and  soil  contamination  in  the  Permit  Area;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Water  Department  has  determined,  and  completed  a 
certification,  that  the  project  described  by  the  proposed  agreement  is  categorically 
exempt  from  the  requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act;  now, 
therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  terms  and  conditions 
and  authorizes  the  execution  of  that  certain  permit  to  William  Dubovsky  Environmental, 
as  permittee,  for  the  purpose  of  installing  two  monitoring  wells  for  monitoring  and 
sampling  groundwater  and  soil  contamination  in  the  Permit  Area  located  in  Alameda 
County,  as  set  forth  in  the  permit  of  certain  real  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Water  Department,  as  shown  on  Water  Department  Drawing  No.  B-4527-1, 
commencing  on  June  15,  1996,  or  upon  authorization  and  approval  of  said  permit  by 
Commission  and  expiring  upon  oral  or  written  notice  from  City  revoking  this  Permit 
provided  that  the  Permittee  shall  pay  a  $750.00  processing  fee;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  all  actions  authorized  by  this  resolution  and 
heretofore  taken  by  any  City  official  in  connection  with  such  Agreement  are  hereby 
ratified,  approved  and  confirmed  by  this  Commission;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  upon  approval  by  this  Commission,  the  General 
Manager  of  Public  Utilities  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  said  permit. 


/  hereby  certify^  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

of  JUNE     2  5  1996  


Secretary',  Public  Utilities  Commi^ion 


F»tJBI_IC   UTILITIES  OOlUIIVIISSIO IM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0132 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  By  Resolution  No.  95-0234  adopted  on  December  19,  1995,  this  Commission 
approved  the  plans  and  specifications  for  and  authorized  advertising  for  San  Francisco  Water 
Department  Contract  No.  WD-2126,  6-Inch  Ductile  Iron  Main  Installation  in  Spruce,  Cook,  Blake, 
Collins,  and  Wood  Streets  between  Anza  Street  and  Euclid  Avenue;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Contract  was  advertised  on  March  8,  1996;  and 

WHEREAS,  Five  bids  were  received  and  opened  publicly  on  April  30,  1996  for  San  Francisco 
Water  Department  Contract  No.  WD-2126,  6-Inch  Ductile  Iron  Main  Installation  in  Spruce,  Cook, 
Blake,  ColUns,  and  Wood  Streets  between  Anza  Street  and  Euclid  Avenue;  and 

WHEREAS,  Staff  review  of  the  bids  for  responsiveness  resulted  in  the  low  bidder  being 
deemed  to  be  the  lowest  responsive  bidder;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  awards  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
Contract  No.  WD-2126,  6-Inch  Ductile  Iron  Main  Installation  in  Spruce,  Cook,  Blake,  Collins,  and 
Wood  Streets  between  Anza  Street  and  EucUd  Avenue  to  Marinship  Construction  Services,  Inc.  in 
the  amount  of  $536,175.00. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

,f  JUNE     2  5  1996  . 


Secretary;  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UXILITIES  OOMMI SSIOIM 

City  and  County  of  Ssn  Francisco 


96-0133 


RESOLUTION  NO 


WHEREAS,  By  Resolution  No.  95-0232  adopted  on  December  19,  1995,  this  Commission 
approved  the  plans  and  specifications  for  and  authorized  advertising  for  San  Francisco  Water 
Department  Contract  No.  WD-212K  8-Inch  Ductile  Iron  Main  in  Bayshore  Boulevard  -  East  Side 
between  Industrial  Street  and  Oakdale  Avenue;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Contract  was  advertised  on  February  16,  1996;  and 

WHEREAS,  Six  bids  were  received  and  opened  publicly  on  March  14,  1996  for  Contract 
No.  WD-2121;and 

WHEREAS,  The  latest  Commission  meeting  at  which  award  could  have  been  made  without 
extending  the  time  for  awarding  a  contract  as  specified  in  Section  6.1  of  the  Admininstrative  Code 
was  April  23,  1996;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  apparent  low  bidder  needed  to  submit  additional  information  to  the  HRC 
for  evaluation  of  the  bidder's  responsiveness  and  compliance  with  the  MBE/WBE  and  affirmative 
action  requirements,  thus  resulting  in  delays  in  bid  evaluation  which  resulted  in  PUC  not  being  able 
to  make  the  award  on  or  before  April  23,  1996;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  award  of  this  Contract  now  requires  the  approval  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  extend  the  time  of  award  in  accordance  with  Section  6T  of  the  Administrative  Code; 
and 

WHEREAS,  Staff  review  of  the  bids  for  responsiveness  and  application  of  bid  preferences 
results  in  the  low  bidder  being  deemed  by  both  PUC  and  HRC  staff  to  be  the  lowest  responsive 
bidder;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  awards  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
Contract  No.  WD-2121,  8-Inch  Ductile  Iron  Main  Installation  in  Bayshore  Boulevard  -  East  Side 
between  Industrial  Street  and  Oakdale  Avenue  in  the  amount  of  $21 1,100.00  to  P  &  J  Utility  Co., 
as  the  lowest  responsive  bidder,  subject  to  approval  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  extension  of  time 
to  award;  and,  be  it  further 

/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its 
meeting  of 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  requests  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  adopt  a 
resolution  approving  the  extension  of  time  for  award  of  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Contract 
No.  WD-2121,  8-Inch  Ductile  Iron  Main  Installation  in  Bayshore  Boulevard  -  East  Side  between 
Industrial  Street  and  Oakdale  Avenue. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its 


meeting  of 


JUNE     2  5  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


96-0 1 34 

HESOLUTION  No.   


WHEREAS,    the   San  Francisco  Water  Department   sells  water  on  a 
wholesale  basis  to  the  Suburban  Purchasers  of   the  San  Francisco 
Bay  Area  Water  Users  Association    (BAWUA)    pursuant  to  the   terms  of 
the  1984  master  water  sales  contract;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Suburban  Purchasers  have  filed  two  demands  for 
arbitration  concerning  rate  disputes  arising  out  of  the  1991-92- 
93   fiscal  years ;  and 

WHEREAS ,    the  Public  Ut ilites  Commission  has  approved  the 
first  partial  settlement  agreement;  and 

WHEREAS ,    San  Francisco  and  the  Suburban  Purchasers  have 
reached  a  second  settlement  agreement ,    a  copy  of  which  is  on  file 
with  the  Commission  Secretary,   based  on  the  reports  from  Aqua 
Sierra  Controls,    Inc.    (ASC) ;  and 

WHEREAS ,    the  City  Attorney' s  Office  recommends  that  the 
proposed  settlement  be  approved  by  this  Commission; 

NOW  THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED  that  this  Commission  approves 

the  second  settlement  agreement  between  the  City  and  the  Suburban 

Purchasers;   and  be  it  further 

m 

RESOLVED  that  this  Commission  approves  the  financial 
adjustment  as  provided  in  section  II,   11  of  the  second  partial 
agreement  between  the  City  and  the  Suburban  Purchasers;  and  be  it 
further 

RESOLVED  that  this  Commission  approves  the  water  use 
adjustment  provided  in  sect  ions  II,    12-14  of  the  second  part  ial 
settlement  agreement  between  the  City  and  the  Suburban  Purchasers 
which  includes  the  application  of  ASC's  error  factors  to  meter 
readings  and  the  correction  of  inaccurate  meters;   and  be  it 
further 

RESOLVED  that  this  Commission  approves  in  accord  with  the 
second  partial  settlement  agreement  between  the  City  and  the 
Suburban  Purchasers  the  payment  of  $380,000  to  BAWUA  in  exchange 
for  the  dismissal  of  all  demands  in  the  pending  arbitration 
proceedings . 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission 
at  its  meeting  of  JUNE  2  5  199| 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


F»I_J  B  Lie   UTILITIES  COIVUVHSSIOINI 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.  9  6  —  01  35 


WHEREAS,  On  May  28,  1996,  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  adopted  Resolution  No.  96- 
0108  authorizing  a  professional  services  agreement  with  Economic  &  Technical  Analysis  Group 
(ETAG)  and  Cerbatos  &  Associates,  a  Joint  Venture,  to  conduct  a  Preliminary  Municipalization 
Feasibility  Study;  and 

WHEREAS,  On  June  5,  1996,  a  protest  letter  was  received  from  J.  W.  Wilson  &  Associates, 
Inc.,  a  bidder  on  the  contract;  and 

WHEREAS,  Public  comments  on  this  matter  were  made  by  the  public  and  some  members  of 
the  Technical  Review  Committee  (TRC)  at  the  Commission  meetings  of  June  1 1,  1996  and  June  25, 
1996,  and  additional  material  was  provided  to  the  Commission;  and 

WHEREAS,  This  Commission  has  carefully  reviewed  the  testimony  and  material  provided 
by  the  public  and  the  members  of  the  Technical  Review  Committee  (TRC)  including  recent  testimony 
in  support  of  the  protest;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  maintains  its  position  awarding  the  contract  to  ETAG 
and  rejects  the  J.  W.  Wilson  &  Associates,  Inc.  protest. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at 
its  meeting  of 

JUNE     2  5  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


iviirsruTES 

PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Willie  L.  Brown,  Jr. 
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Room  402 
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COMMISSIONERS 
Marion  E.  Otsea,  President 

E.  Dennis  Normandy 
Robert  K.  Werbe 
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DEPARTMENTS 
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Hetch  Hetchy 
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Finance 

Information  Systems 
Personnel  and  Training 

System  Planning  and  Regulatory  Compliance 


Anson  B.  Moran 
GENERAL  MANAGER 

Romaine  A.  Boldridge 
SECRETARY 


96-150 


CALL  TO  ORDER: 


1:10  p.m. 


2.  ROLL  CALL:  Present  -  President  Marion  E.  Otsea,  Commissioner  E.  Dennis 

Normandy,  Commissioner  Robert  K.  Werbe 

Excused  -  Commissioner  Victor  G.  Makras 

3.  APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

On  motion  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  the 
Commission  approved  the  minutes  of  the  Regular  Meeting  of  June  11,  1996  as 
amended  and  the  Special  Meeting  of  June  18,  1996;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

4.  COMMUNICATIONS 
No  action  was  taken. 

5.  INTRODUCTION  OF  OLD  BUSINESS  BY  COMMISSIONERS 
There  was  no  old  business  introduced  by  Commissioners. 

6.  INTRODUCTION  OF  NEW  BUSINESS  BY  COMMISSIONERS 

On  motion  made  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  the 
following  resolution  was  adopted: 

Resolution  No.  96-0136:    Commending  the  group  of  students  from  Worcester 

Polytechnic  Institute  for  their  work  concerning  water  quality 
assurance. 

Commissioner  Normandy  suggested  that  staff  consider  this  report  in  relation  to  the 
communications  plan  being  developed. 


96-151 


f=?ERORX  OF  XHE  GEIMERAL  MANAGER 

•  Clean  Water  Program  Transition 

Anson  B.  Moran,  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities,  presented  a  video  tape  of 
the  history  of  the  Clean  Water  Program. 

Mr.  Moran  stated  that  if  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approves  the  transfer, 
the  Clean  Water  Program  would  be  moved  to  PUC  on  August  2,  1996. 
A  transition  group  is  working  on  the  administrative  detail  of  the  transfer 
and  have  initiated  a  three-phase  process  for  the  transition.  The  first 
phase  would  be  to  move  the  enterprise,  the  money,  the  operating 
controls,  the  Bureau  of  Pollution  Control  and  the  Bureau  of 
Environmental  Regulations  and  Monitoring.  The  second  phase  would  be 
to  look  at  those  functions,  like  sewer  repair  and  engineering  that  could 
be  moved  from  DPW  to  PUC  and  vice  versa.  This  evaluation  process  is 
anticipated  to  be  made  sometime  in  the  next  four  to  six  months.  The  third 
phase  is  moving  the  administrative  functions  such  as  finance  and 
personnel  to  PUC. 

Commissioner  Werbe  suggested  combining  those  functions  that  are 
common  between  the  Department  of  Public  Works  and  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  to  avoid  possible  duplication  of  functions. 


•       Budget  Update 

Mr.  Moran  reported  that  the  budget  passed  the  Budget  Committee  and  the  full 
Board  of  Supervisors  will  start  the  full  budget  hearing  next  week.  He  said  PUC's 
budget  fared  well  in  the  Budget  Committee  except  for  four  positions  that  were 
not  approved  and  a  slight  reduction  in  materials  and  supplies  and  equipment. 


•       American  Water  Works  Association  (AWWA)  Reports 

Cheryl  Davis,  Manager,  Water  Supply  &  Treatment  Division,  and  Andrew  De 
Graca,  Manager  of  Water  Quality  Division,  reported  on  their  attendance  at  the 
American  Water  Works  Association  (AWWA)  conference  held  in  Toronto. 
Topics  that  they  discussed  were  water  reliability,  microbiology  and  filtration 
avoidance.  President  Otsea,  who  also  attended  the  conference,  commented 
that  Steve  Leonard,  Andrew  De  Graca  and  Karen  Kubick  from  the  Clean  Water 
Program  gave  very  good  presentations  at  the  conference.  She  said  the 
conference  gave  the  attendees  opportunity  to  meet  and  interact  with  other 
people  in  the  water  industry. 


96-152 


Public  Comments 


The  following  individuals  urged  the  Commission  to  consider  allowing  American  Youth 
Hostels  to  manage  and  operate  surplus  housing  facilities  in  Moccasin; 

Mike  Siegenthaler,  President,  Yosemite  Gateway  Hostel  Society 

Barbra  Wein,  Executive  Director,  Golden  Gate  Council  American  Youth  Hostels 

Dietrick  von  Godken,  Central  California  Council,  American  Youth  Hostels 

Mr.  Moran  stated  that  a  proposal  was  prepared  by  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  and  Power  and 
the  Water  Supply  &  Treatment  Division  and  would  be  submitted  to  the  Commission. 
He  suggested  that  the  association's  request  be  considered  at  the  time  staff's  proposal 
is  presented  to  the  Commission. 

REGULAR  CALENDAR 


Public  Hearing  -  Revising  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department's  Rules  and 
Regulations  Governing  Water  Services  to  Customers. 

The  public  hearing  was  opened.  No  one  from  the  public  commented. 

John  Mullane,  General  Manager,  stated  that  this  revision  to  the  Rules  and  Regulations 
would  enable  the  department  to  enforce  a  separate  charge  for  water  for  any  retail 
account  including  local,  state  and  governmental  agencies  not  in  compliance  with 
conservation  requirements  when  such  charge  is  authorized  through  the  Commission's 
rate  setting  authority. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  to  adopt  Item 
9;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0137:    Revising  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department's  Rules  and 

Regulations  Governing  Water  Services  to  Customers  to 
include  a  rule  requiring  all  retail  accounts,  including 
governmental  agencies,  to  be  subject  to  a  separate  charge 
for  water  resulting  from  noncompliance  with  various 
conservation  measures  imposed  under  the  rate  authority  of 
the  Public  Utilities  Commission. 


96-153 


-JO-  Discussion  concerning  changes  in  \A/ater  Department  policies  for  the  coWection  of 

delinquent  accounts. 


Mr.  Mullane  discussed  the  changes  in  the  lien  processing  procedure  for  collection  of 
delinquent  water  and  sewer  service  charges  for  tenant-occupied  commercial  accounts 
and  tenant  occupied  single  family  accounts.  For  commercial  accounts,  the  department 
established  a  policy  that  allows  a  commercial  property  owner  who  had  been  notified  of 
a  potential  lien  action  to  contact  the  Water  Department  and  request  to  shut-off  water 
service  to  the  tenant.  Regarding  tenant  occupied  single  family  accounts,  AB  1770 
was  passed  in  April  1996  making  it  illegal  to  lien  this  type  of  property.  A  lien  process 
is  still  applicable  to  owner-occupied  single  family  residence,  multi-family  units, 
industrial,  commercial  and  government  accounts. 

Mr.  Mullane  mentioned  that  the  Water  Department  would  also  look  at  a  policy  that 
addresses  customers  with  documented  medical  problems  who  are  unable  to  pay  their 
water  charges.  He  said  staff  would  conduct  a  survey  of  major  utilities  regarding 
policies  that  they  may  have  in  place  for  these  type  of  customers.  They  may  also 
implement  the  same  policy  established  during  the  drought  where  customers  submit  a 
doctor's  certificate  when  they  need  additional  water  supply. 

Mr.  Mullane  indicated  that  the  shutoff  process  is  much  more  involved  and  costly 
compared  with  the  lien  process  as  it  requires  more  manpower. 

Joshua  Milstein,  Deputy  City  Attorney,  commented  that  there  was  a  new  State  law 
effective  on  January  1st  that  preempts  the  City  ordinance  that  gives  priority  of  tax  liens 
to  existing  liens.  The  City  Attorney's  Office  is  still  reviewing  the  new  law. 

No  action  was  taken  on  Item  10. 


1 1 .  Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to  solicit  qualified  consulting  firms 
for  a  contract  to  support  Emergency  Planning  Services  for  the  San  Francisco  Public 
Utilities  Commission. 

Regarding  selecting  a  contractor.  Commissioner  Werbe  suggested  that  staff  solicit 
proposals  and  prices  from  contractors.  The  individual  or  firm  who  is  the  most  qualified 
and  submitted  the  lowest  bid  would  get  the  contract.  Mr.  Moran  responded  that  the 
procedure  had  been  to  put  a  price  on  the  project  to  limit  the  scope  of  work.  Bayard 
Fong,  Human  Rights  Compliance  Officer,  explained  that  putting  an  amount  on  the 
project  ensures  that  the  scope  is  fully  inclusive  of  what  needs  to  be  done.  He  added 
that  some  firms  would  provide  more  at  a  lower  price  just  to  get  the  contract.  Some 
larger  firms  could  also  bid  lower  than  the  smaller  firms.  Commissioner  Werbe  stated 
that  he  wanted  to  know  the  maximum  price  at  which  a  consultant  can  deliver  the 
contract. 


96-154 


F* resident    Otsea    concurred    with    Commissioner    Wert>e"  s    opinion    of   c\\js»\if  y \r\g 

contractors  first,  having  everyone  bid,  and  whoever  is  most  qualifieci  and  the  \owest 
bidder  would  get  the  contract.    Commissioner  Werbe  added  that  once  we  qualify  the 
contractors  they  should  not  have  to  qualify  again.  Mr.  Moran  stated  that  PUC  currently 
applies   this   procedure   on   larger   projects.      Commissioner  Werbe  suggested 
establishing  a  policy  that  all  contractors  have  to  be  qualified  and  the  one  with  the  least 
cost  to  taxpayers  should  be  selected. 


Commissioner  Normandy  indicated  that  he  was  willing  to  approve  the  resolution  before 
the  Commission  with  the  understanding  that  staff  will  come  back  to  the  Commission  as 
to  which  consultant  was  selected  for  the  project.  Mr.  Moran  stated  that  he  preferred 
that  the  Commission  put  this  item  over  until  the  issue  on  the  procedure  for  professional 
contracts  is  resolved.  He  said  that  staff  would  prepare  a  document  to  address  this 
issue. 


Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  to  enter  into 
a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  with  Brisbane  Recycling  Co.,  Inc. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  to  adopt  Item 
12;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0138:    Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  the  San  Francisco 

Water  Department  to  enter  into  a  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  with  Brisbane  Recycling  Co.,  Inc.  to 
continue  to  act  as  depot  for  the  Water  Department's  Toilet 
Rebate  Program  for  the  payment  of  $4.00  per  toilet  with  the 
total  amount  not  exceeding  $32,000  in  FY  1996-97. 


Approving  the  schedule  of  fees  to  be  charged  for  certain  uses  of  watershed  lands, 
rights-of-way  and  other  real  properties  of  the  Water  Department. 

Item  1 3  was  continued  to  the  meeting  of  July  23,  1 996. 
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Fi&fDort  on  tttG  status  of  progress  of  negotiations  among  Daly  Oity,  tt--»e  Olyropuc.  c:i\\_it> 

ttie  San  Francisco  Golf  and  Country  Club>,  and  the  Rublic  UtiUties  Commission 
regarding  the  use  of  recycled  water  for  golf  course  irrigation. 


The  Commission  approved  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  on  April  9,  1996  that 
served  as  the  basis  for  negotiating  a  recycled  water  contract  between  Daly  City,  the 
Olympic  Club  and  the  San  Francisco  Golf  and  Country  Club.  Steve  Ritchie,  Manager, 
Bureau  of  System  Planning  and  Regulatory  Compliance,  reported  that  progress  on  the 
negotiation  is  slow  but  it  is  steady  and  moving  forward.  Negotiations  were  expected 
to  begin  in  June  1996;  however,  there  were  some  technical  issues  which  needed  to  be 
resolved  before  they  can  begin  the  negotiations.  The  City  of  Daly  City  submitted  to 
the  golf  clubs  a  preliminary  design  report  on  the  reclaimed  water  project  in  May  1996. 
The  golf  clubs  identified  some  technical  issues  in  the  report  that  concerns  water  quality 
related  to  turf  management.  Both  parties  are  engaged  in  investigating  this  issue.  The 
City  of  Daly  City  and  the  golf  clubs  plan  to  meet  in  August  to  try  to  resolve  the  issues 
at  which  point  they  will  negotiate  the  contract  for  the  use  of  recycled  water.  Mr.  Ritchie 
stated  that  staff  v\/ill  report  to  the  Commission  by  the  end  of  September  on  the  progress 
of  the  project  and  provide  an  interim  report  on  the  resolution  of  technical  issues. 

Commissioner  Normandy  requested  that  staff  address  the  situation  regarding  salt  water 
intrusion  in  their  report.  Mr.  Ritchie  commented  that  salt  water  intrusion  was  a 
significant  component  of  the  groundwater  master  plan  and  he  would  address  that  issue 
in  the  report  that  would  be  submitted  to  the  Commission. 

Robert  Maddow,  attorney  for  the  golf  clubs,  commented  that  the  golf  clubs  were 
committed  to  the  principles  set  forth  in  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding.  He  said 
that  the  design  submitted  by  the  City  of  Daly  City  was  inclined  toward  delivering  the 
wrong  kind  of  water,  the  wrong  amount,  and  to  the  wrong  places.  He  said  the  proposed 
plant  was  smaller  than  the  maximum  demand  per  day  of  the  clubs.  He  urged  the 
Commission  to  instruct  staff  to  coordinate  with  the  City  of  Daly  City  and  the  golf  clubs 
to  make  sure  that  the  recycled  water  project  fits  into  the  broader  water  resources 
management  plan. 

No  action  was  taken  on  Item  14. 
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AuttnoriZiirig  bid  c^ll  for  S^n  Franciscca  Wster  D^pQi-tment  Contract  rvio    \y-\yil>--^  AO/ 


Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  to  adopt  \tem 
15;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0139:     Approving  plans  and  specifications  for  San  Francisco 

Water  Department  Contract  No.  WD-2187,  8-Inch  Ductile 
Iron  Main  Installation  in  10th  Street  between  Market  and 
Division  Streets,  Sheridan  Street  between  9th  and  10th 
Streets,  Boardman  Place  between  Bryant  and  Brannan 
Streets;  and  authorizing  advertisement  for  bids. 


Awarding  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  No.  WD-2122. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  to  adopt  Item 
16;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0140:    Awarding  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  No. 

WD-2122,  8-Inch  Ductile  Iron  Main  Installation  in  Geary 
Boulevard  between  5th  Avenue  and  Arguello  Boulevard, 
and  in  Arguello  Boulevard  between  Geary  Boulevard  and 
Fulton  Street,  in  the  amount  of  $423,820  to  Francisco 
Construction,  Inc.;  and  requesting  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
to  approve  extension  of  time  for  award. 

Awarding  Contract  HH-839R,  San  Joaquin  Pipelines  Crossover,  in  the  amount  of 
$1,113,000.00  to  the  lowest  responsive  bidder,  San  Luis  Gonzaga/Ranger  Pipelines, 
a  joint  Venture;  rejecting  the  protests  submitted  by  Mendelian  Construction,  Inc./Power 
Engineering,  and  CICO/CoastGeo;  and  approving  the  transfer  of  $325,000  from  San 
Joaquin  Pipeline  Repairs  Project  to  San  Joaquin  Pipelines  Crossover  Project. 

Item  17  was  withdrawn  by  staff. 
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CLOSED  SESSION 

18.       Public  Comments  on  matters  to  be  discussed  in  Closed  Session. 
There  were  no  public  comments. 

The  Public  Utilities  Commission  met  in  Closed  Session  from  3:23  p.m.  to  3:55  p.m.  and 
discussed  the  following  matters: 

19.      Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54956.9(a): 
Existing  Litigation:  Chevron  v.  CCSF,  and  CCSF  v.  Standard,  eLal.  (Chevron). 

No  action  was  taken. 


20.     Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54956.9  (b) 
or  (c): 

Anticipated  Litigation:       As  Defendant 

Regarding  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  property 
on  Bernal  Avenue  in  Alameda  County  -  Petition  for  Writ  of 
Mandate  Challenging  Land  Use  Entitlements. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Normandy,  to  adopt  the 
following  resolution;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0141:    Recommending  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  authorize 

the  City  Attorney  to  negotiate  and  enter  into  an  agreement 
to  extend  the  statute  of  limitations  on  behalf  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco,  as  Real  Party  in  Interest  to  any 
lawsuit  brought  by  the  City  of  Pleasanton  challenging  any 
Alameda  County  approval  that  may  be  granted  to  the 
Specific  Plan,  Zoning  Ordinance,  and  Development 
Agreement  for  the  Bernal  Property. 

21.     Announcement  following  Closed  Session. 

Romaine  A.  Boldridge,  Commission  Secretary,  announced  the  actions  taken  during  the 
Closed  Session. 
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22.        Motion  regarding  whether  to  disclose  the  discussions  during  Closed  Session. 


Commissioner  Normandy  moved,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe  not  to  disclose 
the  discussion  during  the  Closed  Session;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 


Thereupon,  the  meeting  was  adjourned:  3:56  p.m. 


Romaine  A.  Boldridge 
Commission  Secretary 
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F»LJBLIC  UTILITIES  OOMIVIISSIOtsI 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.  9  6—01  36 


WHEREAS,  Students  from  Worcester  Polytechnic  Institute  (WPI)  at  Worcester, 
Massachusetts  have  participated  in  an  interactive  project  with  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
each  year  for  the  last  five  years  as  part  of  the  Institute's  Intern  Program;  and 

WHEREAS,  Under  the  direction  of  WPI  Faculty  Advisor  W  Grant  McGimpsey,  Professor 
of  Chemistry,  the  1996  team  composed  of  Kimberly  Clendening,  Lee  Gentile  and  Aaron  Poulx 
conducted  a  survey  of  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Customers  regarding  the  customers' 
perception  of  the  Water  Department  and  a  survey  of  Water  Department  employees  on  their 
understanding  of  customers'  main  concerns,  and 

WHEREAS,  The  students  developed  data  specific  to  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
and  its  customers,  analyzed  that  data  and  produced  an  objective  and  impartial  report;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  information  obtained  by  the  Water  Department  from  the  students  report  will 
assist  the  Water  Department  in  improving  its  Customer  Relations  Program;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  hereby  expresses  its 
appreciation  to  Professor  W.  Grant  McGimpsey,  Kimberly  Clendening,  Lee  Gentile  and  Aaron  Proulx 
for  their  excellent  work  at  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  is  privileged 
to  have  been  selected  to  participate  in  the  1996  Worcester  Polytechnic  Institute  Intern  Program. 


worcster.res 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  PubUc  Utilities  Commission  at 
its  meeting  of 

JULY     9  199B 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  OOMIVIISSIOrM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.  96-0137 


WHEREAS,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Comniission  has  been  given  the  responsibility 
of  rate-setting  authority  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco's  Charter;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department's  procedures  are  set  by  the  San  Francisco 
Water  Department's  Rules  and  Regulations  Governing  Water  Services  to  Customers  as  adopted  by 
the  Public  Utilities  Commission;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  has  used  its  rate-setting  authority  to  estabhsh 
a  separate  charge  for  water  for  accounts  that  have  not  complied  with  various  conservation  measures 
imposed  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission;  and 

WHEREAS,  90%  of  the  City's  retail  accounts  have  complied  with  these  measures  and  have 
installed  low-flow  showerheads,  aerators  with  restrictors  and  retrofit  devices  in  their  toilets  that  use 
more  than  3.5  gallons  per  flush  in  their  homes  and  buildings;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  1,700  retail  accounts  that  serve  buildings  owned  by  municipal,  state  and 
federal  governmental  agencies  and  the  300  retail  accounts  located  outside  of  the  City  are  exempt 
from  PUC  Resolution  #94-0125  and  any  other  measures  set  by  the  Public  Utihties  Commission, 
because  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department's  Rules  and  Regulations  does  not  specifically  address 
the  issue  of  governmental  agencies  and  retail  accounts  outside  of  the  City  being  subject  to  measures 
imposed  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  buildings  owned  by  municipal,  state  and  federal  governmental  agencies  and 
retail  accounts  located  outside  the  City  are  exempt  from  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco's 
Building  Code  and  are  not  subject  to  any  PUC  measures  that  are  acted  upon  by  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco's  Board  of  Supervisors  as  amendments  to  San  Francisco's  Building  Code;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  PubUc  Utilities  Commission  wishes  to  treat  all  of  its  customers  in  an 
equitable  fashion;  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  this  Commission  hereby  revises  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department's  Rules 
and  Regulations  Governing  Water  Services  to  Customers  to  include  a  rule  requiring  all  retail 
accounts,  including  governmental  agencies,  to  be  subject  to  a  separate  charge  for  water  resulting  from 
noncompliance  with  various  conservation  measures  imposed  under  the  rate-authority  of  the  Public 
Utilities  Commission. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

of  'JULY     9  199P  


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


F*UBUIC  UTIUIXIES  OOlVIIVIISSIOIsi 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


96-0138 


WHEREAS,  Water  consumption  resulting  from  the  use  of  toilet  accounts  for 
approximately  40%  of  the  water  used  in  residential  buildings;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Board  of  Supervisors  signed  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
Regarding  Urban  Water  Conservation  in  California  in  September  1991;  and 

WHEREAS,  One  of  the  programs  that  is  specified  in  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
Regarding  Urban  Water  Conservation  in  California  is  a  toilet  rebate  program,  wherein  the  San 
Francisco  Water  Department  would  give  a  rebate  check  to  owners  of  single-family  homes  and 
multifamily  residential  buildings  installing  ultra-low  flow  toilets  that  use  only  1.6  gallons  or  less 
per  flush;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  San  Francisco  Water  Department's  toilet  rebate  program  has  replaced 
over  8,000  toilets  throughout  the  City;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  program's  discarded  toilets  need  to  be  disposed  of  in  a  manner  that 
would  not  detract  from  the  environment;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  limited  space  for  solid  waste 
disposal;  and 

WHEREAS,  Brisbane  Recycling  Co.,  Inc  is  the  nearest  vendor  to  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  that  can  grind  the  discarded  toilets  for  use  in  road  base,  filler  and/or  construction 
material;  now  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  authorizes  the  General  Manager  of  the  San  Francisco 
Water  Department  to  sign  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  allowing  Brisbane  Recycling  Co., 
Inc.  to  continue  to  act  as  a  depot  for  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department's  toilet  rebate  program 
and  to  grind  the  discarded  toilets  into  road  base,  filler  and/or  construction  material  for  the 
payment  of  four  ($4.00)  dollars  per  toilet  with  the  total  amount  not  exceeding  $32,000  in  FY 
1996-97. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

of  JULY     9  1996  . 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


F»LJBI_IC  UTILITIES  OOIVAIVIISSIOTM 

Crty  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.  \/  X  o  J 


WHEREAS,  The  San  Francisco  Water  Department  has  a  Water  Main  Replacement  Program 
to  provide  for  systematic  replacement  of  mains  over  time  with  new  ductile  iron  mains  to  reduce  the 
water  distribution  system's  vulnerability  to  future  earthquakes,  provide  better  flow  and  pressure,  and 
improve  water  quality,  and 

WHEREAS,  Plans  and  Specifications  have  been  completed  for  San  Francisco  Water 
Department  Contract  WD-2187,  8-  Inch  Ductile  Iron  Main  Installation  in  10th  Street  between  Market 
and  Division  Streets;  Sheridan  Street  between  9th  and  10th  Streets;  Boardman  Place  between  Bryant 
and  Brannan  Streets,  which  Contract  is  an  integral  part  of  the  Main  Replacement  Program,  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Department  of  City  Planning  Office  of  Environmental  Review  has 
determined  the  Main  Replacement  Program  to  be  categorically  exempt  from  environmental  review 
as  a  Class  1(b)  Project  under  the  State  Guidelines  implementing  the  California  Environmental  Quality, 
and 

WHEREAS,  Funds  for  said  Contract  are  under  the  multi-year  capital  project  CUW-870,  Main 
Replacement  Program  (In  City),  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  final  plans  and  specifications  for  San 
Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  No.  WD-2187,  8-  Inch  Ductile  Iron  Main  Installation  in  10th 
Street  between  Market  and  Division  Streets;  Sheridan  Street  between  9th  and  10th  Streets;  Boardman 
Place  between  Bryant  and  Brannan  Streets,  and  authorizes  the  Utilities  Engineering  Bureau  to 
advertise  for  bids  for  said  Contract. 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting  of 


JULY     9  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


F*UBL_IC;   UTILITIES  OOMIX/IISSIOCM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


96-0140 


WHEREAS,  By  Resolution  No.  95-0233  adopted  on  December  19,  1995,  this  Commission 
approved  the  plans  and  specifications  for  and  authorized  advertising  for  San  Francisco  Water 
Department  Contract  No.  WD-2122,  8-Inch  Ductile  Iron  Main  in  Geary  Boulevard  between  5th 
Avenue  and  Arguello  Boulevard,  and  in  Arguello  Boulevard  between  Geary  Boulevard  and  Fulton 
Street;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Contract  was  advertised  on  March  15,  1996;  and 

WHEREAS,  Five  bids  were  received  and  opened  publicly  on  April  16,  1996,  for  San 
Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  No.  WD-2122;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  second  low  bidder,  Marinship  Construction  Services,  Inc.,  filed  a  protest 
against  the  low  bid  submitted  by  Francis  Construction,  Inc.,  alleging  that  Francis  Construction,  Inc., 
had  failed  to  meet  the  MBE  and  WBE  goals  established  for  the  Contract,  and  further  alleging  that 
Francis  Construction,  Inc.  failed  to  submit  with  their  bid  compeUing  documentation  that  they  had 
made  good  faith  efforts  to  achieve  the  established  subcontracting  goals,  and  that  the  Commission 
should  find  the  bid  by  Francis  Construction,  Inc.  to  be  non-responsive;  and 

WHEREAS,  said  bid  protest  was  reviewed  by  the  HRC  Staff  in  conjunction  with  the  City 
Attorney;  and 

WHEREAS,  HRC  Staff  determined  the  bid  protest  of  Marinship  to  be  without  merit  and 
further  determined  that  Francis  Construction  has  met  and  exceeded  the  MBE  Subcontracting  goal 
of  21%  and  the  WBE  subcontracting  goal  of  5%;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  time  required  to  resolve  the  protest  resulted  in  the  inability  of  the 
Commission  to  make  award  within  the  time  period  specified  in  Section  6.1  of  the  Administrative 
Code,  thereby  requiring  approval  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  extend  the  time  for  award;  and 

WHEREAS,  Staff  review  of  the  bids  for  responsiveness  resulted  in  the  low  bidder,  Francis 
Construction,  Inc.,  being  found  to  be  the  lowest  responsive  bidder;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  awards  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
Contract  No.  WD-2122,  8-Inch  Ductile  Iron  Main  Installation  in  Geary  Boulevard  between  5th 
Avenue  and  Arguello  Boulevard,  and  in  Arguello  Boulevard  between  Geary  Boulevard  and  Fulton 
Street  to  the  low  bidder,  Francis  Construction,  Inc.,  in  the  amount  of  $423,820.00,  subject  to  the 

/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 
of_  • 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


£*pprov£»J  t>y  ttie  Board  of"  Supei-visors  of  an  exter»sior»  of  time  for  awixrtj  in  in^t;*.>rcli\in^^  witl\  :s»^t-:i"vt:>»^ 

6. 1  of  the  Administrative  Code;  and  be  it  further. 


RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  requests  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  adopt  a 
Resolution  approving  the  extension  of  time  for  award  of  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Contract 
WD-2122. 


thereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

of  JULY     9   1996  ■ 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 
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RESOLUTION  NO.  


WHEREAS     the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  the 
certain  lands  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Water 
Department  located  in  an  unincorporated  area  of  Alameda  County 
adjacent  to  the  City  of  Pleasanton  which  are  known  as  the  "Bernal 
Property" ;  and 

WHEREAS  in  1988,  work  began  on  a  development  plan  for  the 
Bernal  Property  to  be  processed  through  the  City  of  Pleasanton; 
and  _  . 

WHEREAS,   after  completion  of  a  conceptual  land  use  plan 
oreoared  jointly  by  Pleasanton  and  San  Francisco  staffs  and  the 
consultants,   Pleasanton  City  Council  directed  a  citizens  steering 
committee  be  appointed  and  a  public  review  process  be  undertaken 
to  provide  community  input  into  the  preparation  of  a  Preferred 
Plan  Report;  and 

WHEREAS,   following  an  extensive  citizen  review  process,  a 
Preferred  Plan  Report  was  completed  and  presented  m  March,  1993 
to  the  Pleasanton  City  Council;  and 

WHEREAS,   the  Pleasanton  City  Council  did  not  accept  the 
Preferred  Plan  developed  by  the  citizen's  steering  committee  as 
was  previously  agreed,  but  referred  the  Preferred  Plan  to  another 
citizens  committee  for  further  review  as  part  of  an  update  of  the 
Pleasanton  General  Plan;  and 

WHEREAS,   the  Public  Utilities  Commission  elected  to  not 
pursue  annexation  and  development  within  the  City  of  Pleasanton. 
deciding  to  apply  to  Alameda  County,   the  agency  having  land  use 
authority  for  entitlements  required  to  develop  the  property;  and 

WHEREAS,   on  September  8,   1994,   the  Water  Department  filed  a 
development  application  with  Alameda  County  for  a  Specific  Plan 
reloning    maslSr  tentative  parcel  map,  development  agreement  and 
environmental  review;  and 

WHEREAS,   in  March  1995,   the  City  of  Pleasanton  published  a 
draft  EIR  to  prezone  and  forcibly  annex  the  Bernal  Property  to 
gain  land  use  jurisdiction  over  the  property;  and 

WHEREAS,   the  City  of  Pleasanton  made  repeated  attempts  to 
have  the  Water  Department  withdraw  its  development  application 
for  the  Bernal  Property  and  Alameda  County  suspend  its 
consideration  of  that  application;  and 


WHEREAS  ,      on     Sept  emJoeir     X,      1995,      at     ttie     rec^xiest     o£  Aisimecia 

CouJity ,     the    Put)l  x  c    Ut  xl  x  t  xes    Conunx  ss  xon    a-ppro-veci    a    Coopeirat  x-ve 
Planning  Agreement    whereby   the   City   of    Pleasant on ,  Alameda 
County,    and  City  and  County  of   San   Francisco  would  attempt  to 
obtain  a  plan  acceptable   to  all  parties  and  reach  an  amicable 
resolution  on  the  proposed  development  plan ;  and 

WHEREAS,    on  December  12,    1995,    the  Conunittee  of  Decision 
Makers   (Committee)    composed  of  representatives  appointed  by  each 
of  the  respective  governing  bodies  met  to  review  the  Cooperative 
Plan  recommendations  and  did  unanimously  approve  the. final  joint 
staff  report  and  recommendations;  and 

WHEREAS,    in  January,    1996,   the  Public  Utilities  Commission, 
the  Alameda  County  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Pleasanton  City 
Council  each  respectively,   and  unanimously,   approved  an  agreement 
whereby  the  Water  Department  would  both  (a)   revise  its 
applications  in  Alameda  County  to  reflect  the  Cooperative  Plan 
which  the  County  would  expeditiously  review  and  act  upon,  and 
(b)   file  an  application  in  Pleasanton  and  consent  to  annexation 
if  land  use  entitlements  consistent  with  the  Cooperative  Plan 
were  granted;  and 

WHEREAS,   the  Alameda  County  Planning  Commission  has  held 
public  hearings  on  the  proposed  Project  and  a  determination  is 
anticipated  by  the  Alameda  County  Board  of  Supervisors  in  the 
near  future;  and 

WHEREAS,   the  City  of  Pleasanton  is  preparing  an 
environmental  impact  report  on  the  application  for  land  use 
entitlements  for  the  property  and  continues  to  work  in  good  faith 
to  review  and  act  on  the  proposed  Project;  and 

WHEREAS,  until  final  agreement  and  action  occurs  with 

respect  to  the  Project  application  in  Pleasanton,   the  City 

intends  to  reserve  the  right  to  challenge  any  Project  approval 
that  may  be  granted  by  Alameda  County;  and 

WHEREAS,   if  Alameda  County  were  to  approve  the  Project 
application,  under  State  law  the  City  of  Pleasanton  would  be 
compelled  to  file  a  lawsuit  within  30  days  following  publication 
of  a  Notice  of  Determination  of  action  on  the  Project;  and 

WHEREAS,   avoiding  litigation  is  in  the  best  interest  of  all 
parties  pending  completion  of  negotiations  between  Pleasanton  and 
the  Public  Utilities  Commission  and  final  action  on  the  pending 
app 1 i  c a t  i  on ;  and 

WHEREAS,   subject  to  concurrence  by  the  City  of  Pleasanton 
and  Alameda  County,   the  parties  could  agree  to  extend  the  time 
for  filing  litigation  challenging  any  Project  approval  by  Alameda 
County ,   i  f  granted ;  and 


WHEREAS  ,      because     ttie     30  -  day     t_  ime     period     !_  ox.      f  1  T  ing     a     A_  awsvi  i  t 

would    not    pirovicie    sufficient    time    for    San    Francisco    to    act  on 

such    an   agreement    after   Alameda    County    takes    f  inal    act  ion ,  it  is 

necessary  to   seek  authorization  to  enter   sucli  an  agreement  in 
advance /    now,    therefore ,    t>e  it 

RESOLVED,    the  Public  Utilities  Commission  hereby  recommends 
to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  that  it  authorize  the  City  Attorney 
to  negotiate  and  enter  into  an  agreement  to  extend  the  statute  of 
limitations  on  behalf  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  as 
Real  Party  in  Interest  to  any  lawsuit  brought  by  the  City  of 
Pleasanton  challenging  any  Alameda  County  approval  that  may  be 
granted  to  the  Specific  Plan,   Zoning  Ordinance,   and  Development 
Agreement  for  the  Bernal  Property,  provided  that  the  agreement 
terminate  on  either  January  15,   1997  or  thirty   (30)   days  after 
the  City  of  Pleasanton  or  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  gives 
written  nofice  to  the  other  parties  of  intent  to  terminate  the 
agreement,   whichever  date  is  the  earlier  in  time;  and,   be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,   that  the  General  Manager  of  the  Public 
Utilities  Commission  shall  request  the  City  Attorney  to  draft  and 
submit  a  Resolution  to  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 
seeking  such  authorization  as  herein  provided. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  at  its  meeting  of  JULY  2  199F 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commfksion 
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Os/I  to  Orct&r: 


1  lOV  p.  m. 


Roll  Cair  Present  -  President  E.  Dennis  Normandy,  Vice  President  Victor 

G.  Makras,  Commissioner  Marion  E.  Otsea,  Commissioner 
Robert  K.  Werbe,  Commissioner  Frank  L.  Cook 

President  Otsea  welcomed  the  newly  appointed  Commissioner  Frank  L.  Cook. 

Election  of  Officers  -  Pursuant  to  Rule  6  of  the  Rules  of  Order  of  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission. 

a)  President 

Commissioner  Otsea  nominated  Commissioner  E.  Dennis  Normandy  as 
President;  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe.  There  were  no  further 
nominations.  The  election  carried  (5-0)  by  unanimous  vote.  Commissioner 
Normandy  was  elected  President. 


b)      Vice  President 

Commissioner  Otsea  nominated  Commissioner  Victor  G.  Makras  as  Vice 
President;  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe.  There  were  no  further 
nominations.  The  election  carried  (5-0)  by  unanimous  vote.  Commissioner 
Makras  was  elected  Vice  President. 


President  Normandy  presided  for  the  remainder  of  the  meeting.  He  expressed 
appreciation  to  outgoing  President  Marion  E.  Otsea.  Commissioner  Werbe  moved  to 
adopt  a  resolution  expressing  appreciation  to  Commissioner  Otsea  for  her  able 
leadership  during  the  past  year,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Cook;  motion  carried  (5-0) 
by  unanimous  vote. 

Resolution  No.  96-0142:    Commending    Commissioner    Marion    E.    Otsea  for 

leadership  during  her  term  of  office  as  President. 

President  Normandy  made  the  following  announcements.  Vice  President  Makras  will 
chair  the  PUC  Budget  Committee  and  the  five  members  of  the  Commission  will  serve 
as  a  committee  of  the  whole.  Commissioners  Werbe  and  Makras  will  continue  to  follow 
real  estate  matters.  Commissioner  Otsea  will  continue  to  take  part  in  Chevron  issues 
and  water  related  matters.  Commissioner  Cook  will  take  the  lead  on  issues  related  to 
protective  services  for  our  personnel  who  serve  on  the  watershed  as  well  as  fire  and 
law  enforcement  matters. 
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On  motion  by  Commissioner  Otsea,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe.  the  minutes 
of  the  Regular  Meetings  of  June  25,  1996  and  July  9,  1996  were  approved  (5-0)  by 
unanimous  vote. 

5.  COMMUNICATIONS 
No  action  was  taken. 


6.       INTRODUCTION  OF  OLD  BUSINESS  BY  COMMISSIONERS 
There  was  no  old  business  introduced  by  Commissioners. 


7.       INTRODUCTION  OF  NEW  BUSINESS  BY  COMMISSIONERS 

President  Normandy  suggested  modifying  the  format  for  Agenda  Item  Number  6,  from 
"Introduction  of  Old  Business  by  Commissioners"  to  "Introduction  of  Old/Ongoing 
Business  by  Commissioners".  He  directed  the  Commission  Secretary  to  list  under  this 
item  any  business  that  is  ongoing  or  continued  or  matters  that  have  been  requested  by 
the  Commission. 


8.       REPORT  OF  THE  GENERAL  MANAGER 
Bay-Delta  Accord 

Anson  B.  Moran,  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities,  commented  regarding  the  news 
article  about  PUC's  position  relating  to  the  lawsuit  filed  by  San  Joaquin  Tributary 
Agencies  (SJTA)  against  the  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board.  Mr.  Moran 
reiterated  that  the  City  would  continue  to  support  the  implementation  of  the  Bay-Delta 
Accord.  He  noted  that  the  City  was  not  challenging  the  Accord  but  the  action  of  the 
State  Board  where  it  deviated  from  the  Accord  by  not  requiring  the  installation  of 
barriers  at  the  head  of  the  old  river  to  protect  salmon  fisheries.  Mr.  Moran  stated  that 
the  barriers  would  have  greater  benefit  to  the  fish  than  putting  any  amount  of  water  in 
the  river.  He  stated  that  the  City  was  not  initially  part  of  the  lawsuit  filed  by  the  San 
Joaquin  Tributary  Agencies  but  in  order  to  maintain  a  level  playing  field  began  to 
intervene  for  the  Tributary  Agencies  when  the  State  Water  Contractors  intervened  on 
behalf  of  the  State  Board. 

Mr.  Moran  noted  that  staff  is  working  with  the  San  Joaquin  Tributary  Agencies  and 
other  stakeholders  including  members  of  the  environmental  community  to  formulate  an 
agreement  on  the  San  Joaquin  River  that  would  work  for  all  stakeholders. 
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Budget  Reports 


Mr.  Moran  noted  that  staff  would  submit  the  personnel  report  at  the  end  of  July  and  the 
capital  projects  report  by  next  week.  He  said  that  there  had  been  no  progress  in  the 
hiring  of  personnel  to  date  as  hiring  will  not  commence  until  the  interim  budget  period 
ends  in  August. 

Clean  Water  Program  Transition 

Mr.  Moran  reported  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  a  resolution  supporting  the 
transfer  of  the  Clean  Water  Program  to  PUC.  The  transfer  will  take  effect  on  August 
1,  1996.  Mr.  Moran  noted  that  before  the  transfer  takes  effect  he  and  the  General 
Manager  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  will  enter  into  a  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  that  acknowledges  the  authority  of  PUC  over  the  Clean  Water  Program 
and  DPW's  commitment  to  provide  support  to  PUC  until  the  transfer  is  fully 
implemented.  Mr.  Moran  noted  that  staff  would  distribute  an  organizational  chart 
reflecting  the  addition  of  the  Clean  Water  Program  before  August  1st. 


PUBLIC  COMMENTS 

There  were  no  public  comments. 


REGULAR  CALENDAR 


Approving  the  schedule  of  fees  to  be  charged  for  certain  uses  of  watershed  lands, 
rights-of-way  and  other  real  properties  of  the  Water  Department. 

Larry  and  Loretta  Knight,  residents  of  Redwood  City,  commented  that  they  would  like 
to  be  charged  an  annual  fee  to  access  their  garage  from  the  Water  Department's  right 
of  way.  The  department  is  proposing  a  fee  of  $1 1 0  for  access  permits  from  1  to  7  days 
plus  $70.00  a  day. 

Mr.  Moran  stated  that  the  proposed  fee  structure  included  a  short  term  access  permit 
to  accommodate  the  Knights'  request  to  access  their  garage  while  the  department  is 
evaluating  the  possibility  of  a  long  term  lease  agreement.  He  noted  that  the 
department  was  considering  the  Knights'  request  in  conjunction  with  the  needs  of 
adjoining  property  owners  and  what  is  acceptable  to  the  City.  He  noted  that  staff  would 
also  consider  the  value  that  vehicular  access  to  the  back  of  the  lot  would  add  to  a 
property  in  which  case  the  City  would  want  to  recover  more  than  just  the  actual  costs 
to  issue  and  administer  a  permit. 
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structLJre  for  the  use  of  watershed  and  right  of  ways  would  not  constrain  anyono  to  worK 
out  a  lease  agreement  with  the  City;  however,  she  said  issuing  annual  permits  for 
numerous  people  would  leave  the  department  no  control  over  the  Water  Department's 
right  of  ways. 

Commissioner  Makras  asked  whether  the  fee  of  $1 ,800  being  proposed  for  engineering 
permits  is  the  actual  cost  of  issuing  and  administering  a  permit.  Ms.  Davis  said  that 
staff  would  provide  the  Commission  with  the  backup  data  on  this  issue. 

Commissioner  Otsea  suggested  amending  the  resolution  to  raise  the  fee  for  an 
equestrian  permit  to  $1 1 0.00. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Otsea,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Cook,  to  adopt  Item  10 
with  the  amendment  to  equestrian  permits;  carried  (5-0)  by  unanimous  vote; 

Resolution  No.  96-0143:    Approving  the  schedule  of  charges  for  certain  uses  of  the 

watershed  lands,  rights-of-way  and  other  real  properties  of 
the  Water  Department;  and  authorizing  the  General 
Manager  of  Utilities  to  waive  the  fee  for  bonafide  non-profit 
organizations  when  the  use  being  requested  is  consistent 
with  the  policy  direction  and  intent  of  the  Commission. 

Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to  solicit  qualifications  from 
consulting  firms  for  a  contract  to  support  Emergency  Planning  Services  for  the  San 
Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission. 

Mr.  Moran  requested  continuance  of  Item  1 1  due  to  changes  in  the  work  scope.  He 
stated  that  staff  would  be  preparing  a  new  procedure  for  contracting  professional 
services.  In  the  interim,  the  department  would  operate  under  the  existing  procedure 
except  that  they  would  advertise  the  contracts  showing  the  contract  amount  in  a  price 
range  rather  than  a  specific  value.  He  indicated  that  the  agenda  package  would  also 
include  extensive  discussion  of  fees  and  ratings  of  contractors. 

Commissioner  Otsea  requested  that  the  list  of  individuals  serving  on  the  selection 
committee  be  provided  to  the  Commission.  The  Commission  discussed  whether  the 
names  of  the  selection  committee  should  be  disclosed  to  the  Commission  and  the 
public  without  tying  scores  to  names.  Thomas  Berliner,  Utilities  General  Counsel, 
stated  that  if  disclosure  would  be  the  desire  of  the  Commission,  staff  should  advise  the 
selection  committee  initially  that  their  identity  and/or  scores  will  be  made  public. 
Bayard  Fong,  Compliance  Officer  from  the  Human  Rights  Commission,  noted  that 
project  managers  are  advised  as  a  standard  procedure  to  refrain  from  divulging  the 
names  of  the  selection  committee  to  avoid  lobbying.  He  said  they  were  also  advised 
to  include  women  and  minorities  on  the  selection  committee  and  to  ensure  that  the 
individuals  who  were  selected  have  the  required  technical  expertise. 
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A/Ir.   IVIorsin  s^id  tricat  staff  w<lj>i_jIcJ  report  to  IMce;  Commission  or»  |-»ow  tt-tesy  we»i At  to  p.roc^etci 

on  the  project.  Rresident  IMormandy  suggested  that  staff  include  discussion  on  the  pros 
and  cons  of  each  available  option  and  incorporate  the  concerns  expressed  by  the 
members  of  the  Commission  and  the  Human  Rights  Commission. 


Item  1 1  was  continued  to  a  date  not  specified. 


12.     Approving  the  final  plans  and  specifications  for  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
Contract  WD-2190. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras.  to  adopt  Item  12; 
carried  (5-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0144:    Approving  the  final  plans  and  specifications  for  San 

Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  WD-2190,  16-Inch 
Ductile  iron  Feeder  Main  Installation  in  San  Bruno  Avenue, 
Paul  Avenue,  and  Bayshore  Boulevard  and  authorizing  the 
Utilities  Engineering  Bureau  to  advertise  for  bids. 


13.     Awarding  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  No.  WD-2198,  Town  of  Sunol 
Water  System  Improvements. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Cook,  to  adopt  Item  13; 
carried  (5-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0145:    Awarding  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  No. 

WD-2198,  Town  of  Sunol  Water  System  Improvements,  in 
the  amount  of  $329,892.00  to  Mendelian  Construction,  Inc., 
as  the  lowest  responsive  bidder. 

14.     Awarding  Hetch  Hetchy  Contract  No.  HH-839R,  San  Joaquin  Pipelines  Crossover. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Otsea,  to  adopt  Item  14; 
carried  (5-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0146:    Awarding  Hetch  Hetchy  Contract  No.  HH-839R,  San 

Joaquin  Pipelines  Crossover,  in  the  amount  of  $1 , 1 1 3,000 
to  the  lowest  responsive  bidder,  San  Luis  Gonzaga/Ranger 
Pipelines,  a  joint  venture;  and  approving  the  transfer  of 
funds  from  San  Joaquin  Pipeline  Repairs  Project  to  San 
Joaquin  Pipelines  Crossover  Project. 
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Awarding  Hetch  Hetchy  Contract  No.  HH-838,  Holm  Penstock  Slope  Stabilization. 

Commissioner  Makras  inquired  whether  the  contractor,  Engineered  Soil  Repairs,  \nc. 
would  enroll  in  apprenticeship  training  programs  and  If  they  would  not  sign  up  could 
they  be  required  to  pay  a  certain  fee  to  support  an  apprenticeship  training  program. 
Mr.  Moran  responded  that  if  a  contractor  is  non  union,  he  does  not  qualify  for 
apprenticeship  programs;  however,  the  law  provides  that  the  contractor  must  pay  a  fee 
to  a  State  fund  that  supports  apprenticeship  training  programs. 

Commissioner  Otsea  noted  the  urgency  to  complete  this  project  before  the  rainy 
season.  She  commented  that  finding  contractors  for  upcountry  contracts  like  this  is 
difficult  and  getting  another  bidder  is  uncertain  if  we  rebid  the  contract. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Otsea,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Cook,  to  adopt  Item  15; 
carried  (4-1).  Commissioner  Makras  voted  no. 

Resolution  No.  96-0147:    Awarding  Hetch  Hetchy  Contract  No.  HH-838,  Holm 

Penstock  Slope  Stabilization,  in  the  amount  of  $451,025  to 
the  sole  bidder,  Engineered  Soil  Repairs.  Inc.;  and 
approving  the  transfer  of  funds  from  Hetch  Hetchy  Road 
Rebuilding  Project  to  Holm  Penstock  Slope  Stabilization 
Project. 


Approving  the  final  plans  and  specifications  for  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
Contract  No.  WD-21 54. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Otsea,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  to  adopt  Item  16; 
carried  (5-0)  by  unanimous  vote: 

Resolution  No.  96-0148:    Approving  the  final  plans  and  specifications  for  San 

Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  No.  WD-21 54, 
Cement  Mortar  Line  54-Inch  Pipeline  in  Junipero  Serra 
Boulevard  from  Holloway  Avenue  to  Sloat  Boulevard;  and 
authorizing  the  Utilities  Engineering  Bureau  to  advertise  for 
bids. 


96-166 


Approving  a  lease  and  occupancy  permit  with  Treasure  Island  Motel  &  Trailer  Court 
Inc. 

Commissioner  Werbe  requested  to  be  excused  from  voting  on  Item  17.  Commissioner 
Otsea  moved,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Cook  to  excuse  Commissioner  Werbe; 
carried  (5-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Otsea,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Cook,  to  adopt  Item  17; 
carried  (4-0)  by  unanimous  vote; 

Resolution  No.  96-0149:    Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

execute  on  behalf  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
a  lease  and  occupancy  permit  with  Treasure  Island  Motel 
&  Trailer  Court,  Inc.  for  3.46  acres  of  Water  Department 
land  located  adjacent  to  1700  El  Camino  Real  in  South  San 
Francisco,  California,  for  parking  trailers,  campers,  motor 
homes  and  mobile  homes  commencing  on  July  1,  1996  to 
June  30,  2000  for  a  monthly  rental  rate  of  $6,500. 


CLOSED  SESSION 


18.     Public  Comments  on  matters  to  be  discussed  in  Closed  Session. 
There  were  none. 


The  Public  Utilities  Commission  met  in  Closed  Session  from  2:27  p.m.  to  3:18  p.m.  to  discuss 
the  following  matters: 


19.      Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54956. 9(b)(c): 


Anticipated  Litigation:       As  Plaintiff  and  as  Defendant 

Regarding  500+  acres  of  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
property  on  Bernal  Avenue  in  Alameda  County. 

No  action  was  taken  on  Item  19. 


96-167 


Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  5A95e.9<,to)(,cV. 

Anticipated  Litigation:  As  Defendant 

Regarding  California  Water  Service  Company. 


No  action  was  taken  on  Item  20. 

21.  Announcement  following  Closed  Session. 

Romaine  A.  Boldridge,  Commission  Secretary,  announced  the  actions  taken  during  the 
Closed  Session. 

22.  Motion  regarding  whether  to  disclose  the  discussions  during  Closed  Session. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Otsea,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Cook  not  to  disclose  the 
discussion  during  the  Closed  Session. 


Thereupon,  the  meeting  was  adjourned:  3:19  p.m. 


Romaine  A.  Boldridge 
Secretary 


96-168 


F*UBI_IC  UTILITIES  O  O IVI IVII S  S I O IM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


RESOLUTION  NO.  9  6  —  0142 


WHEREAS,  The  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  wishes  to  express  its  sincere 
appreciation  to  Marion  E.  Otsea  for  her  service  as  President  of  the  Commission  for  the  year 
ending  July  23,  1996;  and 

WHEREAS,  Marion  E.  Otsea  having  been  appointed  to  the  Commission  on  July  20,  1994 
by  Mayor  Frank  M.  Jordan,  brought  to  the  Commission  her  extensive  knowledge  of  water  issues 
from  having  worked  with  various  water-related  organizations  in  the  Bay  Area  since  1983, 
including  her  experience  as  a  former  member  of  the  California  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 
Board  and  a  former  member  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission;  and 

WHEREAS,  She  applied  her  extensive  knowledge  concerning  water  matters  to  the  critical 
issues  that  were  before  the  Commission;  and 

WHEREAS,  Marion  E.  Otsea  was  elected  President  of  the  Commission  on  July  25,  1995 
and  also  served  as  the  Chair  of  the  first  Budget  Committee  of  the  Commission,  now,  therefore,  be 
it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Members  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  hereby 
express  their  appreciation  to  Marion  E.  Otsea  for  her  leadership  and  guidance  during  her  term  as 
President  of  the  Commission. 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resohitiou  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at 
its  meeting  of 


JULY     2  3  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


RUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  9  ^  —  0  1  4  3 


WHEREAS,  The  Public  Utilities  Commission  adopted  Resolution  No.  95-0026  on 
February  28,  1995  authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Utilities  or  his  designee  to 
issue,  amend,  cancel  and  execute  permits  for  certain  uses  of  the  watershed  lands, 
rights-of-way,  and  other  real  properties  for  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Public  Utilities  Commission  adopted  Resolution  No.  96-0091  on 
May  14,  1996  establishing  a  managed  access  program  for  rights-of-way  which  includes 
a  short  term  access  permit;  and 

WHEREAS,  It  is  the  policy  of  this  Commission  that  the  Water  Departments  costs 
of  issuing,  amending,  canceling  and  executing  a  permit  shall  be  recovered  from  the 
party  or  parties  requesting  the  permit;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  staff  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  has  analyzed  the  costs 
of  permit  issuance  and  administration  and  has  recommended  to  this  Commission  a 
schedule  of  changes;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  The  schedule  of  recommended  charges  listed  below  for  certain 
uses  of  the  watershed  lands,  rights-of-way  and  other  real  properties  of  the  Water 
Department  is  approved;  and,  be  it 


PUC  Permit  Fees  Schedule 

Equestrian  Permit 

Weddings 

Still  Photography  ^ 

Commercial  Filming  ^ 

Educational/Scientific  Research 

Police  and  Fire  Department  Training 

Group  Access  (10  to  25  persons) 


Engineering  Permit^ 

Access  Permit  ( 1  to  7  days) 
Staff  Services 


Existing 

$100.00 

$150.00 

Negotiated  Charge 
Negotiated  Charge 
No  Charge 
No  Charge 

$5.00/person  (50.00  minimum. 
$125.00  maximum) 

$750.00 

N/A 

$50.00/hr 


Proposed 
$110.00/year 
$150.00/2  hours 


No  Charge 

No  Charge 

$80.00  plus  $5.00  for 

each  additional  person 

after  10 

$1,800.00  plus  $50.00/ 
hour  for  Inspection 
$110.00  plus  $70.00/day 
$50.00/hour 


^  A  separate  agenda  item  will  be  prepared  for  filming  fees. 

^  The  fee  will  be  based  on  the  higher  of  $1 ,800.00  or  actual  cost  when  the  Water  Department  determines 
unusual  conditions  exist. 


FURTHER  RESOLVED,  The  General  Manager  of  Utilities  shall  be  authorized  to 
waive  the  required  fee  for  bonafide  non-profit  organizations  when  the  use  being 


requested  is  consistent  with  the  policy  direction  and  intent  of  this  Commission 
and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  The  schedule  of  recommended  charges  shall  be 
effective  immediately. 


wHL:bj  f;\fees.resolution 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  at  its  meeting  of   •    JULY     2  3  1996 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COIVIIVllSSIOtM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0144 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  The  San  Francisco  Water  Department  has  a  continuing  Feeder  Main  Program  which 
includes  the  construction  of  ductile  iron  feeder  mains  (12-  inches  and  over  in  diamter)  to  reduce  the 
water  distribution  system's  vulnerability  to  fijture  earthquakes,  provide  better  flow  and  pressure,  and 
improve  water  supply,  and 

WHEREAS,  Plans  and  Specifications  have  been  completed  for  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
Contract  WD-2190,  16-Inch  Ductile  Iron  Feeder  Main  Installation  in  San  Bruno  Avenue.  Paul 
Avenue,  and  Bayshore  Boulevard,  which  Contract  is  an  integral  part  of  the  Water  Department's 
Feeder  Main  Program,  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Department  of  City  Planning  Office  of  Environmental  Review  has  determined  that 
the  Feeder  Main  Program  is  categorically  exempt  from  environmental  review  as  a  Class  1(b)  Project 
under  the  State  Guidelines  implementing  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  and 

WHEREAS,  Funds  for  said  Contract  are  under  the  multi-year  capital  project  CUW-850,  Construct 
Feeder  Mains,  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  final  plans  and  specifications  for  San 
Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  No.  WD-2190,  16-Inch  Ductile  Iron  Feeder  Main  Installation 
in  San  Bruno  Avenue,  Paul  Avenue,  and  Bayshore  Boulevard,  and  authorizes  the  Utilities  Engineering 
Bureau  to  advertise  for  bids  for  said  Contract. 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 


of 


JULY     2  3  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  OOIN/IIVliSSIOTM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


RESOLUTION  NO.  96  —  0145 


WHEREAS,  Under  PUC  Resolution  No.  96-0095  adopted  on  May  14,  1996,  the  PUC 
approved  the  final  plans  and  specifications  and  authorized  bid  call  for  San  Francisco  Water 
Department  Contract  No.  WD-2198,  Town  of  Sunol  Water  System  Improvements;  and 

WHEREAS,  Three  (3)  bids  for  this  work  ranging  fi-om  $329,892.00  to  $445,000.00  were 
received  and  publicly  opened  on  June  18,  1996;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  PUC  Office  of  Contract  Compliance  has  determined  that  Mendelian 
Construction,  Inc.  is  the  lowest  responsive  bidder;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  awards  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
Contract  No.  WD-2198,  Town  of  Sunol  Water  System  Improvements,  in  the  amount  of  $329,892.00 
to  the  Mendelian  Construction,  Inc.,  1485  Bayshore  Boulevard  #250,  San  Francisco,  CA  94124,  as 
the  lowest  responsive  bidder. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resohition  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utihties  Commission  at 
its  meeting  of 

JULY     2  3  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


RUBLIC  UTILITIES  COIV1IVIISSIOIM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO   9  6      0  1  46 


WHEREAS,  Under  Contract  HH-839R,  San  Joaquin  Pipelines  Crossover,  bids  were 
received  on  May  28,  1996,  ranging  from  $1,113,000  to  $1,283,800;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  second  low  Bidder,  Mendelian  Construction/Power  Engineering 
protested  the  low  Bidder's  bid  claiming  WBE  subcontracting  goals  were  not  achieved;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  fourth  low  Bidder,  CICO/Coast  Geo  protested  the  low  Bidder's  and 
second  low  Bidder's  bids  claiming  that  MBE/WBE  subcontracting  goals  were  not  achieved;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  PUC  Contract  Compliance  Officer  reviewed  the  Affirmative  Action 
submittal  of  the  low  Bidder,  San  Luis  Gonzaga/Ranger  Pipeline  and  determined  that  the 
MBE/WBE  goals  were  indeed  achieved;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  PUC  Contract  Compliance  Officer  determined  that  both  protests  were 
without  merit  and  recommended  award  of  the  Contract  to  San  Luis  Gonzaga/Ranger  Pipeline  JV; 
and 

WHEREAS,  Based  on  this  recommendation  the  Manager  of  the  Utilities  Engineering 
Bureau  rejected  the  protests  submitted  by  Mendelian  Construction/Power  Engineering  and 
CICO/Coast  Geo;  and 

WHEREAS,  Supplementary  ftinding  in  the  amount  of  $325,000  is  required  to  award  the 
contract  and  complete  the  project  and  funds  are  available  in  Hetchy  Project  CUH762,  San  Joaquin 
Pipeline  Repairs;  now  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  approves  the  transfer  of  $325,000  from  Hetchy 
Project  CUH762,  San  Joaquin  Pipeline  Repairs,  to  Hetchy  Project  CUH832,  San  Joaquin 
Pipelines  Crossover;  and  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  awards  Ketch  Hetchy  Contract  HH-839R, 
San  Joaquin  Pipelines  Crossover,  in  the  amount  of  $1,113,000,  to  the  lowest  responsive  bidder, 
San  Luis  Gonzaga/Ranger  Pipeline,  a  Joint  Venture. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resohtion  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

of  JULY  2-3  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


F»UBI_IC  UTILITIES  CO  IVI  M ISSIOIM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


RESOLUTION  NO  96-0147 


WHEREAS,  Under  Contract  HH-838,  Holm  Penstock  Slope  Stabilization,  a  single  bid 
was  received  on  May  28,  1996,  in  the  amount  of  $45 1,025,  submitted  by  Engineered  Soil 
Repairs,  Inc;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Utilities  Engineering  Bureau  has  independently  confirmed  the  cost 
estimate  and  recommends  that  the  Contract  be  awarded  to  Engineered  Soil  Repairs,  Inc.;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  PUC's  Office  of  Contract  Compliance/HRC  recommends  that  the 
Contract  be  awarded  to  Engineered  Soil  Repairs,  Inc.;  and 

WHEREAS,  Supplementary  funding  in  the  amount  of  $360,000  is  required  to  award  the 
Contract  and  complete  the  project  and  funds  are  available  in  Hetch  Hetchy  Project  CUH804, 
Hetch  Hetchy  Road  Rebuilding,  now  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  approves  the  transfer  of  $360,000  from  Hetch 
Hetchy  Project  CUH804,  Hetch  Hetchy  Road  Rebuilding  to  Hetch  Hetchy  Project  CUH802, 
Holm  Penstock  Slope  Stabilization,  and  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  awards  Contract  HH-838,  Holm  Penstock  Slope 
Stabilization,  in  the  amount  of  $451,025,  to  Engineered  Soil  Repairs,  Inc. 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

of  JULY    2  3  1996  


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  OOM  M ISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


RESOLUTION  NO.  9  6      014  8 


WHEREAS,  The  existing  lining  in  the  54-inch  diameter  feeder  main  in  the  Water  Department's 
right  of  way  along  Junipero  Serra  Boulevard  from  Holloway  Avenue  to  Sloat  Boulevard  has 
deteriorated  and  the  feeder  main  needs  to  be  relined,  and  a  large  diameter  valve  needs  to  be 
installed;  and 

WHEREAS,  Funding  for  this  work  is  available  in  Water  Department  Capital  Improvement 
Project  CUW618,  Mortar  Line  Feeder  Mains,  and  Project  CUW850,  Feeder  Mains  in  City,  and 

WHEREAS,  Addition  of  the  mortar  lining  reduces  friction  losses  and  increases  the  carrying 
capacities  of  the  mains,  and  also  inhibits  corrosion  on  the  inside  of  the  pipe;  and 

WHEREAS,  Final  Plans  and  Specifications  for  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  WD- 
2154,  Cement  Mortar  Line  54-  Inch  Pipeline  in  Junipero  Serra  Boulevard  from  Holloway  Avenue 
to  Sloat  Boulevard  have  been  prepared  by  PUC  staff;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  final  plans  and  specifications  for  San 
Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  WD-2154,  Cement  Mortar  Line  54-  Inch  Pipeline  in 
Junipero  Serra  Boulevard  from  Holloway  Avenue  to  Sloat  Boulevard  and  authorizes  the 
advertising  for  proposals  for  said  Contract. 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting  of 


JULY    2  a  1996 


F»UBI_IC  UTILITIES  OOMIVIISSiON 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


RESOLUTION  NO.  9  6  —  0149 


WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  certain  real  property  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  in  San  Mateo  County;  and 

WHEREAS,  Treasure  Island  Motel  &  Trailer  Court,  Inc.  has  requested  to  enter  into  a 
new  agreement  for  parking  trailers,  campers,  motor  homes  and  mobile  homes  in  the  Lease 
Area;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Water  Department  has  determined,  and  completed  a  certification,  that 
the  project  described  by  the  proposed  agreement  is  categorically  exempt  from  the  requirements 
of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  terms  and  conditions  and 
authorizes  the  execution  of  that  certain  Lease  and  Occupancy  Permit  of  approximately  3.46 
acres  of  land  to  Treasure  Island  Motel  &  Trailer  Court,  Inc.,  as  Lessee,  for  the  purpose  of 
parking  trailers,  campers,  motor  homes  and  mobile  homes  in  the  Lease  Area  located  in  San 
Mateo  County,  as  set  forth  in  the  Lease  and  Occupancy  Permit  of  certain  real  property  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Water  Department,  as  shown  on  Exhibits  A  and  B,  commencing  on  July  1 , 
1996  and  expiring  on  June  30,  2000  provided  that  the  Lessee  shall  pay  an  initial  rental  of 
$6,500.00  per  month  with  annual  (CPI)  adjustments;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  all  actions  authorized  by  this  resolution  and  heretofore 
taken  by  any  City  official  in  connection  with  such  Agreement  are  hereby  ratified,  approved  and 
confirmed  by  this  Commission;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  upon  approval  by  this  Commission,  the  General  Manager 
of  Public  Utilities  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  said  Lease  and  Occupancy 
Permit. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 


of 


JULY    2  3  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


IVIIIVXJTES 
PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


Willie  L.  Brown,  Jr. 
MAYOR 


REGULAR  MEETING 

August  13, 1996 
1:00  P.M. 
Room  402 
1155  Market  Street,  Fourth  Floor 


COMMISSIONERS 

E.  Dennis  Normandy,  President 
Victor  G.  Makras,  Vice  President 
Marion  E.  Otsea 
Robert  K.  Werbe 
Frank  L.  Cook 


Finance 

Information  Systems 

Personnel  and  Training 

System  Planning  and  Regulatory  Compliance 

Water  Pollution  Control 


DEPARTMENTS 


BUREAUS 


Water  Department 

Hetch  Hetchy 

Clean  Water  Program 


Commercial  Land  Management 
Engineering  and  Construction  Management 
Environmental  Regulation  and  Management 


Anson  B.  Moran 
GENERAL  MANAGER 


Romaine  A.  Boldridge 
SECRETARY 


96-169 


1.  Call  to  Order: 


I  .OO  p.m. 


2.  Roll  Call:  Present  -  President  E.  Dennis  Normandy,  Vice  President  Victor 

G.  Makras,  Commissioner  Marion  E.  Otsea,  Commissioner  Frank 
L.  Cook 

Commissioner  Robert  K.  Werbe  arrived  at  1:05  p.m. 

3.  Approval  of  Minutes 

On  motion  by  Commissioner  Otsea,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Cook,  the  Minutes  of 
the  Regular  Meeting  of  July  23,  1996  were  approved  (4-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Note;    Commissioner  Robert  K.  Werbe  arrived  after  the  Commission  voted  on  the 
approval  of  the  minutes. 

4.  Communications 

No  action  was  taken  by  the  Commission. 

5.  Introduction  of  Old/Ongoing  Business  by  Commissioners 

a.  Personnel  Hiring  Report 

b.  Capital  Projects  Report 

c.  Engineering  Permits  Cost  Data 

d.  Consultant  Selection  Process  Report  and  Proformas. 

Items  5. a  through  5.d.  were  not  discussed. 

e.  Agenda  item  to  authorize  solicitation  for  qualified  consulting  firms  to  support 
Emergency  Planning  Services. 

Item  5.e.  was  continued  at  the  request  of  the  General  Manager  due  to  changes 
in  the  scope  of  work  for  the  project. 


96-170 


Comn-tissioner  Otsea   inquireci  about  the  consu Itanf  s  report  or->  the  oorr»rrnjr->ic;at\ons 

plan.  Mr.  A/Toran  replied  that  Timothy  Dayonot,  Manager,  Government  &  Put>\ic  Affairs, 
would  provide  a  report  regarding  the  comprehensive  communications  plan  at  the  next 
meeting. 

Commissioner  Otsea  inquired  about  the  status  of  planning  for  Moccasin  housing  and 
the  Hostel  Society's  proposal.  Mr.  Moran  replied  that  staff  would  provide  a  report  to 
the  Commission  in  September  1996. 


Introduction  of  New  Business  by  Commissioners 

Commissioner  Otsea  suggested  including  in  the  PUC  By-Laws  a  policy  or  guidelines 
regarding  PUC  representation  to  various  organizations.  Commissioner  Otsea 
requested  that  staff  provide  a  list  of  organizations  where  PUC  is  represented. 

Anson  B.  Moran,  General  Manager,  Public  Utilities,  noted  that  memberships  in 
organizations  were  defined  in  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  and  included  in 
the  budget  each  fiscal  year.  He  pointed  out  that  to  amend  the  Administrative  Code 
would  require  action  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Staff  would  provide  the  Commission  with  a  recommended  policy  or  guideline. 


Report  of  the  General  Manager 

a.  Water  Treatment  Workshop 

Mr.  Moran  stated  that  staff  is  planning  a  workshop  for  the  Commission 
regarding  water  treatment. 

b.  Clean  Water  Project  Tour 

Staff  will  also  schedule  a  tour  of  the  Clean  Water  Project  for  the  Commission. 

c.  Pipeline  Failure 

Lawrence  T.  Klein,  General  Manager,  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power,  reported 
that  on  August  9,  1996,  a  portion  of  San  Joaquin  Pipeline  No.  3  bursted  and 
reduced  Hetch  Hetchy's  capability  to  deliver  water  to  San  Francisco.  Using 
electronic  media,  Mr.  Klein  showed  pictures  of  the  bursted  pipeline  and  the 
surrounding  areas.  Mr.  Klein  reported  that  staff  responded  very  quickly  to  bring 
San  Joaquin  Pipeline  No.  2  and  the  Sunol  Valley  Water  Treatment  Plant  into 
service  to  maintain  water  supply  to  customers.  Customers  were  informed  of  the 
failure;  the  Emergency  Operations  Center  was  activated;  and  the  Department 
of  Health  Services  was  advised.  President  Normandy  signed  a  declaration  of 
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emergency  whiicln  suthori^iecl  stafT  to  start  ennerger»oy  repairs  irr\rr»etciiate\y  T\Ai 
Klein  reported  that  staff  had  ot>tained  the  replacement  pipe  and  by  next  weeK 
they  should  have  installed  the  replacement  pipe  and  put  Pipeline  No.  3  back  to 
service  before  the  end  of  next  week.     Mr.  Klein  stated  that  they  have  not 
determined  the  cause  of  the  failure  of  the  pipe. 

William  Camp,  Senior  Civil  Engineer,  Water  Supply  &  Treatment  Division,  gave 
an  overview  of  the  piping  system  and  the  inspection  procedure  for  the  pipes. 
He  said  they  had  inspected  Pipeline  No.  3  but  at  the  time  of  inspection  there 
was  no  indication  of  possible  failure. 

Cheryl  K.  Davis,  Manager,  Water  Supply  &  Treatment  Division,  commented  that 
staff  was  exceptional  in  handling  the  event.  She  acknowledged  the  need  to 
continue  to  do  more  system  testing  and  to  try  different  inspection  procedures. 

Arthur  M.  Jensen,  Executive  Director,  Bay  Area  Water  Users  Association, 
commented  that  staff  responded  extremely  well  to  the  incident. 

Commissioner  Makras  suggested  scheduling  an  item  in  the  executive  session 
to  discuss  the  pipeline  failure  and  damages  caused  by  this  incident  to 
neighboring  properties. 

Power  Failure 

Mr.  Klein  reported  that  the  power  outage  that  occurred  on  August  10,  1996  did 
not  cause  any  problems  for  Hetch  Hetchy  operations  and  water  supply.  Hetch 
Hetchy  continued  operations  without  problems. 

William  Keaney,  Manager,  Bureau  of  Water  Pollution  Control,  reported  that  the 
power  outage  did  not  create  any  sewage  overflows. 

Miscellaneous 

Mr.  Moran  reported  that  staff  is  continuing  to  work  with  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  regarding  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  the 
possibility  of  the  PUC  providing  utilities  to  the  facility. 

The  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  approved  the  settlement  on  the 
Tuolumne  River  and  the  irrigation  disthcts  have  started  releasing  water. 

A  report  on  the  positions  approved  on  the  budget  will  be  provided  monthly  to  the 
Commission.  An  update  on  the  capital  project  report  will  be  submitted  next 
week. 
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Public  Comments 


Jean  Khoo,  owner  of  650-652  Natoma  Street,  presented  a  letter  written  in  Mandarin, 
objecting  to  the  cost  of  fire  service  to  her  property.  Luke  Cheng,  UEB  staff,  translated 
and  read  the  letter  to  the  Commission  in  English. 

CONSENT  CALENDAR 


9. a.     Ratifying  provisional  and  temporary  appointments  and  removals. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Makras,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Otsea,  to  adopt  Item 
9. a.;  carried  (5-0)  unanimously. 

Resolution  No.  96-0150:    Ratifying  and  approving  the  provisional  and  temporary 

appointments  and  removals  made  by  the  General 
Manager  of  Public  Utilities  for  the  months  of  March  1 996 
through  June  1996. 


REGULAR  CALENDAR 


10.     Adopting  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  findings  based  on  the 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (FEIR)  for  the  Bernal  Property  Specific  Plan. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Makras,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  to  adopt  Item 
10;  carried  (5-0)  unanimously. 

Resolution  no.  96-0151:    Adopting  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 

(CEQA)  findings  based  on  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (FEIR)  for  the  Bernal  Property  Specific 
Plan;  approving  the  Development  Agreement  between 
the  County  of  Alameda  and  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco;  and  authorizing  the  General  Manager  of 
Public  Utilities  to  execute  the  Development  Agreement 
upon  approval  by  the  San  Francisco  Board  of 
Supervisors. 
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Bid  catt  for  Hetch  Hetci^y  Water  &  Power  Contract  WP-10. 


Moved  by  Commissioner  Otsea,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  to  adopt  Item 
11;  carried  (5-0)  unanimously. 

Resolution  No.  96-0152:    Authorizing  bid  call  for  Hatch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power 

Contract  WP-10,  Protective  Relay  Installation, 
specification  No.  M031911. 


Adopting  the  evaluation  and  decision  criteria  for  retention,  disposal  and  acquisition 
of  lands;  establishing  a  Watershed  Land  Acquisitions  project;  and  approving  the 
transfer  of  $45,000  from  "Watershed  Protection  Project"  to  "Watershed  Land 
Acquisitions  Project". 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Otsea,  to  continue 
Item  12  to  a  date  uncertain;  carried  (5-0)  unanimously. 

Discussion  regarding  use  of  PUC  lands  by  non-profit  organizations  and  public 
agencies. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Cook,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  to  continue 
Item  13  to  a  date  uncertain;  carried  (5-0)  unanimously. 

Authorizing  a  forty-year  lease  and  a  separate,  interim  month-to-month  lease  with 
Cisco  Systems,  Inc. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Makras,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Otsea,  to  adopt  Item 
14;  carried  (5-0)  unanimously. 

Resolution  No.  96-0153:    Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

execute  a  forty-year  lease  and  a  separate,  interim 
month-to-month  lease  with  Cisco  Systems,  Inc.  for 
approximately  2.67  acres  of  Water  Department  land 
located  on  a  portion  of  Parcel  125  of  Bay  Division 
Pipeline  Nos.  3  and  4  right  of  way  in  San  Jose,  California 
for  a  parking  lot,  utilities,  landscaping  purposes,  ingress 
and  egress  to  and  from  adjacent  buildings  and  driveways 
at  a  monthly  rental  rate  of  $7,277. 
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Aumoriziing  a  lease  agreement  with  Alan  Bygdnes.  Richard  Bygdnes  and  SaWv 

Smith. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Makras,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Otsea,  to  adopt  Item 
15;  carried  (5-0)  unanimously. 

Resolution  No.  96-0154;    Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

execute  a  lease  agreement  with  Alan  Bygdnes,  Richard 
Bygdnes  and  Sally  Smith  for  approximately  1,140  square 
feet  of  Water  Department  land  located  adjacent  to  3200 
Canyon  Drive,  Redwood  City,  California  for  parking  of 
vehicles  and  fencing,  commencing  on  August  1,  1996  at 
a  rental  rate  of  $1 ,200  per  year. 


Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to  execute  a  revocable  permit 
with  City  College  of  San  Francisco  for  student  parking  in  the  North  Basin  of  the 
Balboa  Reservoir  and  for  cutting  a  24-foot  pathway  through  the  middle  berm  at  the 
west  end  of  the  reservoir  connecting  the  North  Basin  to  the  South  Basin  to  allow 
vehicular  access  between  the  two  basins  of  the  Balboa  Reservoir  Tract  in  San 
Francisco,  California,  at  no  charge  commencing  upon  approval  of  the  Commission. 

Commissioner  Werbe  expressed  opposition  regarding  issuance  of  a  permit  to  City 
College. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Otsea,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Cook,  to  continue  Item 
16  to  a  date  uncertain  for  further  discussion;  carried  (5-0)  unanimously. 

Authorizing  transfer  of  $100,000  from  "Judgments  and  Claims"  to  "Services  of  Other 
Departments"  in  the  Water  Department's  operating  budget. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Otsea,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Cook,  to  adopt  Item 
17;  carried  (5-0)  unanimously. 

Resolution  No.  96-0155:    Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

transfer  $100,000  from  "Judgments  and  Claims"  to 
"Services  of  Other  Departments"  in  the  Water 
Department's  operating  budget  to  reimburse  the  City 
Attorney  for  the  cost  of  county  line  meter  repair  and 
calibration  contract  executed  by  the  City  Attorney  on 
behalf  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission. 
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Cons&nting  to  ttiG  acciLiisit ion  of  San  IVIateo  Water  District  ##3  toy  Oatifoi.w^  Waler 

Service  Company. 

Commissioner  Makras  commented  that  a  broader  policy  should  be  established  in 
selling  more  quantities  of  water  to  anyone  rather  than  the  Commission  acting  on 
individual  requests.  President  Normandy  concurred  that  the  Commission  should 
take  action  in  a  larger  context.  Mr.  Moran  stated  that  the  City  has  to  act  on  this  item 
because  of  the  provision  of  the  Master  Water  Sales  Contract  with  suburban 
customers  in  which  customers  are  allowed  to  request  to  expand  their  service  area. 
He  said  because  the  City  must  respond  within  specified  time  limits,  staff  did  not 
have  any  option  to  delay  action  on  this  matter.  He  said  the  Commission  was  not 
obligated  to  take  any  action  on  this  request  but  the  customer  has  a  legal  recourse  to 
obtain  a  response  from  the  City  under  the  terms  of  the  agreement.  Mr.  Moran  noted 
that  the  acquisition  would  not  affect  San  Francisco's  overall  water  supply  scheme. 
Joshua  Milstein,  Deputy  City  Attorney,  stated  that  this  item  is  an  amendment  to  the 
individual  water  supply  contract  with  California  Water  Co.  and  the  agreement 
provides  that  if  a  customer  is  taking  over  another  customer's  service  area  it  could 
take  place  with  just  the  consent  of  the  City  and  the  affected  customer. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Otsea,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  to  adopt  Item 
18;  carried  (4-1).  Commissioner  Makras  voted  no. 

Resolution  No.  96-0156:    Consenting  to  the  acquisition  of  San  Mateo  Water 

District  #3  by  California  Water  Service  Company;  and 
authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 
execute  an  amendment  to  the  Individual  Contract  with 
California  Water  Service  Company. 


Authorizing  negotiation  of  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  with  the  Bay 
Area  Water  Users  Association  (BAWUA)  for  joint  sponsorship  of  the  Water  Supply 
Master  Plan. 

Steve  Ritchie,  Manager,  Bureau  of  System  Planning  &  Regulatory  Compliance 
(SPARC),  commented  that  the  Water  Supply  Master  Plan  is  a  vehicle  to  identify  the 
future  long-term  water  supply  needs  of  our  entire  service  area  and  the  plans  on  how 
we  could  meet  those  needs. 

In  February  1996,  the  Commission  approved  $200,000  to  proceed  with  a  Request 
for  Proposal  for  Phase  1 .  Since  then,  Mr.  Ritchie  stated,  that  a  new  idea  developed 
where  PUC  staff  and  the  Bay  Area  Water  Users  Association  agreed  to  form  a 
steering  committee  comprising  BAWUA  and  PUC  staff.  The  steering  committee 
would  present  a  joint  recommendation  to  the  Commission  based  on  inputs  from 
customers  and  staff  on  how  to  proceed  with  the  project.  The  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  being  proposed  with  BAWUA  would  set  the  roles  and  responsibilities 
of  both  parties  in  carrying  out  the  task  of  developing  a  water  supply  plan. 
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Fi&garding  the  corttractii-ig  process,   rvir     P^itchie,   stated  tliat  statf  is  recoromei-»cl»i-»g 

retention  of  the  same  consultant  for  the  life  of  the  project  depending  upon  the 
consultant's  performance  during  the  first  phase.  He  said  the  Commission  would 
decide  whether  to  proceed  with  the  same  consultant.  He  stated  that  Phase  2  of  the 
project  is  estimated  to  cost  around  $2.5  million. 

Commissioner  Werbe  moved  to  adopt  the  resolution  and  later  withdrew  his  motion. 

Commissioner  Makras  expressed  concerns  that  we  may  be  overspending  to  conduct 
a  study  on  information  that  is  already  available,  and  that  we  have  capable  staff  to 
perform  the  study.  He  also  expressed  concerns  about  awarding  Phase  2  of  the 
project  to  the  same  consultant  without  putting  it  out  to  bid.  Mr.  Ritchie  stated  that 
the  project  is  time  intensive  and  requires  interaction  with  a  lot  of  people  and  there  is 
not  enough  staff  resource  to  prepare  the  plan  ourselves.  Mr.  Moran  stated  that  due 
to  the  nature  of  the  work  staff  believes  it  would  make  sense  to  keep  the  same 
consultant  for  both  phases. 

Arthur  M.  Jensen,  General  Manager,  Bay  Area  Water  Users  Association, 
commented  that  he  hoped  that  the  study  would  cost  less  than  what  staff  estimated. 
He  noted  that  there  would  be  an  opportunity  to  change  the  scope  of  work  and  adjust 
the  price  when  the  contract  is  being  negotiated.  He  urged  that  the  Commission 
approve  the  MOD  so  that  the  process  of  developing  the  plan  could  get  started. 

Mr.  Moran  noted  that  staff  would  be  coming  back  to  request  approval  of  the 
Commission  to  negotiate  and  award  the  contract  for  Phasel .  He  said  the 
Commission  would  also  have  an  opportunity  to  authorize  the  negotiation  and  award 
of  the  contract  for  Phase  2. 

Commissioner  Otsea  commented  on  the  importance  of  including  the  suburban 
customers  in  the  development  of  the  master  plan.  She  stated  she  was  willing  to  vote 
for  whatever  it  cost  to  develop  a  real  water  supply  plan. 

Joshua  D.  Milstein,  Deputy  City  Attorney  explained  approval  of  the  resolution  as 
written  does  not  commit  approval  for  any  expenditure.  President  Normandy 
suggested  putting  a  restriction  in  the  resolution  that  it  does  not  approve  any  amount 
of  expenditure  and  that  the  Commission  reserves  the  right  to  decide  the  awarding  of 
the  contract.  Commissioner  Werbe  concurred  as  long  as  there  would  be 
competitive  bidding. 
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Moved  by  Commissioner  Otsea,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Cook,  to  adopt  Uem  19 
as  amended  to  authorize  negotiation  of  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  with 
BAWUA  for  joint  sponsorship  of  a  water  supply  master  plan;  carried  (5-0) 
unanimously. 

Resolution  No.  96-0157:   Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  and 

counsel  to  enter  into  discussions  with  the  Bay  Area 
Water  Users  Association  (BAWUA)  General  Manager 
leading  to  development  of  a  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  (MOU)  for  joint  sponsorship  of  the  Water 
Supply  Master  Plan  and  to  present  the  MOU  for 
consideration  and  approval  by  the  Commission  upon 
conclusion  of  the  negotiations. 


CLOSED  SESSION 


20.      Public  Comments  on  matters  to  be  discussed  in  Closed  Session. 
There  were  no  public  comments. 


Note:  Commissioner  Otsea  was  excused  at  3:40  p.m. 


The  Public  Utilities  Commission  met  in  Closed  Session  from  3:40  p.m.  to  5:30  p.m. to 
discuss  the  following  matters: 


21 .     Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section 
54956.9{b)(c): 

Anticipated  Litigation:       As  Plaintiff  and  as  Defendant 

Regarding  500+  acres  of  San  Francisco  Water 
Department  property  on  Bernal  Avenue  in  Alameda 
County. 

No  action  was  taken  on  Item  21 . 
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Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section 
54956.9(a). 

Existing  Litigation:  Chevron  Pipeline  Company  v.  City  and  County  of  San 

Francisco,  Alameda  County  Superior  Court  Action  No  V 
011383-8. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Cook,  to  authorize  the 
City  Attorney  to  stipulate  to  extend  the  stay  of  the  above  case;  carried  (4-0) 
unanimously. 

Resolution  No.  96-0158;    Authorizing  the  City  Attorney  to  stipulate  to  extend  the 

stay  of  the  case  of  Chevron  Pipeline  Company  v.  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Alameda  County  Superior 
Court  Action  No.  V  01 1 383-8  until  September  1 3,  1 996. 


Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section 
54956.9(a): 

Existing  Litigation:  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  (FERC) 

Item  23  was  not  discussed. 


Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section 
54956.9(a): 

Existing  Litigation:  Santa  Clara  County  v.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 

Santa  Clara  County  Supehor  Court  No.  CV  757163. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras,  to  approve  a 
settlement  for  Item  24;  carried  (4-0)  unanimously. 

Resolution  No.  96-0159:    Approving  a  settlement  in  the  case  of  Santa  Clara 

County  V.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Santa  Clara 
Court  No.  CV  757163. 
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25. 


Conference  with  Real  Property  Negotiator  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section 


Property: 


A  portion  of  Parcel  1 1  of  former  Municipal  Railway  right 
of  way  between  San  Mateo  Avenue  and  Sylvan  Avenue 
San  Bruno,  California 


Parties  Negotiating: 
Lessee: 

Under  Negotiation: 


Dowd/Lymburn 
Artichoke  Joe's 
Price  and  Terms 


Item  25  was  continued. 

26.  Announcement  following  Closed  Session. 

Romaine  A.  Boldhdge,  Commission  Secretary  announced  the  actions  taken  by  the 
Commission. 

27.  Motion  regarding  whether  to  disclose  the  discussions  during  Closed  Session. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Cook,  not  to  disclose 
the  discussion  during  the  Closed  Session;  carried  (4-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Thereupon,  the  meeting  was  adjourned:  5:31  P.M. 


Romaine  A.  Boldridge 
Commission  Secretary 
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F>UBI_IC  UTILITIES  OOMIVII SSIOIM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO  9  6-0150 


WHEREAS,  under  the  authority  of  Charter  Section  3.501,  the  General  Manager,  PUC  is 
authorized  to  make  Provisional  and  Temporary  appointments  and  removals  therefrom  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  PUC;  and 

WHEREAS,  such  appointments  and  removals  have  been  ordered  by  the  General  Manager,  PUC; 

and 

WHEREAS,  the  General  Manager,  PUC,  has  requested  commission,  ratification  and  approval  of 
such  appointments  and  removals;  now  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  does  hereby  ratify  and  approve  the  Provisional  and 
Temporary  appointments  and  removals  for  the  months  of  March,  1996  through  June,  1996. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at 
its  meeting  of 

AUGUST  131996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
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RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  through  the  PubUc  Utihties  Commission 
(PUC)  and  San  Francisco  Water  Department  (Water  Department)  owns  an  approximate  508  acre  site 
of  surplus  lands  located  primarily  in  unincorporated  area  of  Alameda  County  adjacent  to  the  City  of 
Pleasanton  commonly  referred  to  as  the  "Bemal  Property";  and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  made  repeated  unsuccessfiil  attempts  and 
employed  significant  resources  to  seek  land  use  and  development  entitlements  for  the  Bernal  Property 
through  the  City  of  Pleasanton;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  PUC  elected  to  withdraw  its  application  to  the  City  of  Pleasanton  and  to 
apply  to  Alameda  County,  the  agency  having  land  use  authority  for  entitlements  required  to  develop 
the  property;  and 

WHEREAS,  On  September  8,  1994,  the  Water  Department  filed  a  development  application 
with  Alameda  County  for  a  specific  plan,  rezoning,  master  tentative  parcel  map,  development 
agreement  and  environmental  review;  and 

WHEREAS,  On  July  15,  1996,  the  Alameda  County  Planning  Commission  after  twelve  (12) 
public  hearings  recommended  to  the  Alameda  County  Board  of  Supervisors  that  it  certify  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  Bernal  Property  Specific  Plan,  adopt  the  Bernal  Property 
Specific  Plan,  amend  the  Zoning  Ordinance  of  the  County  of  Alameda  to  reclassify  the  Bernal 
Property  from  A  (Agricultural)  District  to  PD  (Planned  Development,  201 1th  Zoning  Unit),  adopt 
the  Provisions  of  Reclassificafion,  201 1th  Zoning  Unit  and  approve  the  Bernal  Property  Development 
Agreement  (the  "Development  Agreement"  or  "Agreement");  and 
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WHERS/VS,  On  >\L,i.List    I,    i  V^^o,  the  .Vlii.ned^  t:oumy  tioard  of  Supervisors  approved  ar.d 

certified  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  Bernal  Property  Specific  Plan  (S  C  H.  No 
94103029),  in  accordance  with  the  California  Public  Resources  Code  Sections  21000  et  se^.  (the 

"California  Environmental  Quality  Act"  or  "CEQA").  As  part  of  this  approval  and  certification,  the 

Alameda  County  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  findings  as  required  by  CEQA  ("CEQA  Findings"). 

These  Findings  stated  that  the  FEIR  is  to  be  used  by  all  responsible  agencies  as  the  environmental 

review  document  for  the  Project  subject  to  the  provisions  of  CEQA;  and 


WHEREAS,  After  approving  and  certifying  the  FEIR,  the  Alameda  County  Board  of 
Supervisors  approved  the  Bernal  Project  (the  "Project"),  consisting  of  the  Bernal  Property  Specific 
Plan,  the  Zoning  Ordinance  of  the  County  of  Alameda  to  reclassify  the  Bernal  Property  from  A 
(Agricultural)  District  to  PD  (Planned  Development,  2011th  Zoning  Unit),  the  Provisions  of 
Reclassification,  201 1th  Zoning  Unit  as  amended  and  the  Development  Agreement,  and 

WHEREAS,  For  purposes  of  the  Bernal  Property  FEIR  and  with  respect  to  the  Development 
Agreement,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  is  a  responsible  agency  and,  in  accordance 
with  CEQA,  must  consider  the  direct  and  indirect  effects  of  that  part  of  the  Project  which  it  is  called 
upon  to  approve  and  adopt  CEQA  findings,  and 

WHEREAS,  The  PUC  acknowledges  that  the  design,  development  and  construction  of  the 
Project  is  a  large  scale  undertaking,  requiring  a  major  investment,  with  development  occurring  in 
phases  over  many  years;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  PUC  desires  to  obtain  predictability  in  the  regulatory  process  and  flexibility 
in  the  development  schedule  to  allow  the  Project  to  respond  to  market  demands  and  economic 
considerations;  and 


WHEREAS,  It  is  unreasonable  to  expect  the  required  investment  in  development  and 
construction  of  the  Project  without  the  assurances  provided  by  the  Development  Agreement;  and 
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Wl-fEREAS,    I  he  IDevelopment  Agreement  vests  land  use  emitlements  as  provided  in  tVie 

Specific  Plan  and  Provisions  of  Reclassification  for  twenty-five  (25)  years  and  imposes  obligations 
on  both  AJameda  County  and  the  Project  developer  related  to  the  development  of  the  Bernal 
Property;  and 


WHEREAS,  The  PUC  determines  that  entering  into  the  Development  Agreement  between 
the  County  of  Alameda  and  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (by  and  through  its  PUC,  San 
Francisco  Water  Department)  for  the  Bemal  Property,  in  accordance  with  the  California  Government 
Code  Section  65864_et  seg.,  shall  be  advantageous  to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  because 
said  Agreement  assures  that  the  development  of  the  Project  may  proceed  in  accordance  with  the 
Alameda  County  approvals  and  laws  applicable  to  the  Project,  subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
the  said  Agreement;  and 


WHEREAS,  The  PUC  concludes  that  entering  into  the  Development  Agreement  will  enhance 
the  value  of  the  Bernal  Property;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  The  PUC  adopts  the  following  findings  with  respect  to  approval  the 
Development  Agreement  which  is  attached  hereto  as  Attachment  1  and  incorporated  herein  by 
reference: 

1 .  )  The  PUC  is  a  responsible  agency  under  CEQA  for  the  purposes  of  the  Bernal 
Property  FEIR,  and,  in  accordance  with  CEQA  Guideline  Section  1 5096  (Title  14  of  the  California 
Code  of  Regulations),  it  used  the  Bernal  Property  FEIR,  S  .C  .H.  No.  94103029,  attached  hereto  as 
Attachment  4  and  incorporated  herein  by  reference,  as  the  environmental  review  document  for  the 
Project  and  makes  the  necessary  CEQA  Findings  and; 

2.  )  The  PUC  reviewed  and  considered  the  information  contained  in  the  Bernal 
Property  FEIR  and  considered  the  direct  and  indirect  effects  of  that  part  of  the  Project  which  it  is 
called  upon  to  approve;  and 

3  .)  The  PUC  determines  that  the  Bernal  Property  FEIR  is  adequate  for  its  use  as 
a  responsible  agency;  and 
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-4  )  The   PfJC   adopts   those   CEQA    Findings   for   the   liernai   Property  FE.1R, 

approved  by  the  AJameda  County  Board  of  Supervisors  and  attached  hereto  as  Attachment  5  and 
incorporated  herein  by  reference  as  if  those  Findings  were  made  by  the  PUC  and  incorporates  said 
Findings  and  associated  attachments,  records,  and  references  in  their  entirety  by  reference  herein;  and 

5.  )  The  following  unavoidable  significant  adverse  impacts  of  the  Project  cannot 
be  mitigated  to  a  less  than  significant  level:  (a)  change  in  land  use  character  in  conversion  of 
agriculture  lands,  (b)  specified  traffic  and  circulation  impacts,  (c)  cumulative  impacts  from 
groundwater  withdrawal,  (d)  impacts  to  visual  character  and  views  from  public  places,  (e)  potential 
for  seismically-induced  ground  failure,  (f)  construction  related  and  regional  air  quality  impacts,  and 
(g)  instantaneous  noise  generating  activities  at  the  AJameda  County  Fairgrounds;  and 

6.  )  For  those  unavoidable  significant  impacts  of  the  Project  which  remain, 
Alameda  County  adopted  a  Statement  of  Overriding  Considerations  as  set  forth  in  the  CEQA 
Findings  which  determined  that  while  the  Project  would  have  some  remaining  effects  on  the 
environment,  there  are  overriding  considerations  and  benefits  of  the  Project,  and  therefore  those 
impacts  are  considered  "acceptable";  and 

7.  )  To  the  extent  that  it  is  within  the  authority  of  the  PUC  to  lessen  or  avoid  any 
remaining  unavoidable  significant  adverse  impacts  of  the  Project,  the  PUC  rejects  as  infeasible  those 
mitigation  measures  and  alternatives  rejected  by  Alameda  County  for  the  same  reasons  identified  by 
the  Alameda  County  Board  of  Supervisors  to  the  extent  the  authority  to  reject  such  measures  and 
alternatives  for  said  reasons  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  PUC;  and 

8.  )  For  the  significant  impacts  related  to  groundwater  withdrawal,  the  PUC  finds 
that  requiring  the  Project  to  provide  full  compensation  to  Zone  7  of  the  Alameda  County  Flood 
Control  and  Water  Conservation  District  for  the  Project's  entire  groundwater  withdrawal  pursuant 
to  Mitigation  Measure  4.3-2a  of  the  Draft  EIR  is  not  feasible  under  the  circumstances  because:  (a) 
the  extent  of  the  San  Francisco's  overlying  water  rights  have  not  been  determined  and  this 
determination  may  have  to  be  settled  in  court  through  adjudication,  (b)  imposition  of  this  mitigation 
measure  could  be  inconsistent  with  the  San  Francisco's  water  rights  and  a  gift  of  public  fijnds  and, 
(c)  imposition  of  this  mitigation  measure  could  violate  San  Francisco's  legal  rights  and  obligations; 
and 
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<^  )  The  PLJC  finds  that  the  benefit..  ..1  il.o  Project  to  Alameda  tounly.  as  set  torth 

in  the  CEQA  Findings  Statement  of  Overriding  Considerations,  outweigh  any  unmitigated  impacts 
and  therefore,  those  impacts  are  considered  "acceptable";  and  be  it  ftirther 

RESOLVED,  The  PUC  finds  that  there  is  no  need  to  prepare  a  Subsequent  Environmental 
Impact  Report  for  the  Project  for  the  following  reasons: 

1.  )  Since  Alameda  County's  approval  and  certification  of  the  FEIR  there  have 
been  no  substantial  changes  proposed  for  the  Project  that  will  require  major  revisions  of  the  FEIR  due 
to  the  involvement  of  new  significant  environmental  effects  or  a  substantial  increase  in  the  severity 
of  previously  identified  significant  effects;  and 

2.  )  Since  Alameda  County's  approval  and  certification  of  the  FEIR  there  are  no 
substanfial  changes  with  respect  to  the  circumstances  under  which  the  Project  will  be  undertaken;  and 

3.  )  No  new  information  of  substantial  importance,  which  was  not  known  and 
could  have  been  known  with  the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence  at  the  time  the  FEIR  was  certified 
as  complete,  has  become  available;  and  be  it  further 


RESOLVED,  The  PUC's  determination  that  there  is  no  need  to  prepare  a  Subsequent 
Environmental  Impact  Report  is  supported  by  the  substantial  evidence  in  light  of  the  whole  record, 
as  is  the  determinafion  to  support  the  CEQA  Findings  adopted  by  Alameda  County  and  those  adopted 
by  this  Commission;  and  be  it  further 


RESOLVED,  The  PUC  in  consideration  of  the  promises,  covenants  and  provisions  set  forth 
in  the  Development  Agreement,  desires  to  enter  into  the  Development  Agreement  attached  hereto 
as  Attachment  1  and  incorporated  herein  by  reference  ;  and  be  it  further 


RESOLVED,  The  PUC  recommends  that  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  approve 
the  Development  Agreement  in  accordance  with  the  San  Francisco  Charter  Section  9. 1 18;  and  be  it 
finally 
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KESOLVEO,  T^he  f^LJC  does  hereby  authorize  the  Cieneral  Manager  of  the  Public  ^JliVu^es 

Commission  to  execute  the  Development  Agreement  following  approval  by  the  San  Francisco  Board 
of  Supervisors  on  behalf  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  by  and  through  its  Public  Utilities 
Commission,  San  Francisco  Water  Department. 


(bernal.res) 


7  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

of  AUGUST  13  1996 


Secretary.  Public  Utilities  Commission 
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PUBLIC  UTILITIES  OOMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.  9  6-0152 


WHEREAS,  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power  needs  to  protect  its  1 15KV  and  230KV  transmission 
equipment  by  replacing  and  updating  this  protective  relay  system,  and 

WHEREAS,  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power  Contract  WP-10,  Protective  Relay  Installation 
specification  No.  M03 191 1  will  provide  this  protection  by  replacing  the  old  equipment  with  updated 
equipment;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  engineer's  estimate  for  said  contract  is  approximately  $600,000  plus  or  minus; 

and 

WHEREAS,  The  funds  for  this  project  are  available  in  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power 
Appropriation  33-001,  Project  837,  Work  Phase  1;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approve  and  authorize  advertisement  for  bids  for  Hetch 
Hetchy  Water  &  Power  Contract  WP-10,  Protective  Relay  Installation,  Specification  No.  M03 191 1,  as 
designed  and  recommended  by  staff 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resohdion  was  adopted  by  the  PubUc  UtiUties  Commission  at 
its  meeting  of 

AUGUST  131996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.  9  6-0153 


WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  certain  real  property  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  in  Santa  Clara  County;  and 

.  *  Systems,  Inc.  has  requested  to  enter  into  an  agreement  for  a  parking 

lot,  utilities,  landscaping  purposes,  and  ingress  and  egress  to  the  Lease  Area;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  of  San  Jose  has  determined,  and  completed  an  EIR  that  the 
project  described  by  the  proposed  agreement  complies  with  the  requirements  of  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  and  will  not  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  now 
therefore,  be  it  '  ' 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  terms  and  conditions  and 
authorizes  the  execution  of  that  certain  forty  (40)  year  Lease  and  interim  Month-to-Month  Lease 
of  approximately  2.67  acres  of  land  to  Cisco  Systems,  Inc.,  as  Lessee,  for  the  purpose  of  a 
parking  lot,  utilities,  landscaping  purposes,  and  ingress  and  egress  to  and  from  adjacent 
buildings  and  driveways  in  the  Lease  Area  located  in  Santa  Clara  County,  as  set  forth  in  the 
Lease  of  certain  real  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Water  Department,  as  shown  on 
Exhibit  A,  commencing  August  13,  1996  and  expinng  forty  (40)  years  from  the  date  of  final 
approval  and  execution  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  Mayor  provided  that  the  Lessee  shall 
pay  an  initial  rental  of  $7,277.00  per  month  with  annual  (CPI)  adjustments  not  less  than  2%  or 
more  than  5%  on  the  5th,  20th,  15th,  20th,  25th,  30th,  and  35th  anniversanes  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  Lease  Term;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  all  actions  authorized  by  this  resolution  and  heretofore 
taken  by  any  City  official  in  connection  with  such  Agreement  are  hereby  ratified,  approved  and 
confirmed  by  this  Commission;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  upon  approval  by  this  Commission,  the  General  Manager 
of  Public  Utilities  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  said  Lease. 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

of  AUGUST  13  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


RUBLIC  UTILITIES  COIVlMISSIOrM 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0154 


RESOLUTION  NO 


WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  certain  real  property  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  in  San  Mateo  County;  and 

WHEREAS,  Alan  Bygdnes,  Richard  Bygdnes  and  Sally  Smith  have  requested  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  for  parking  of  vehicles  and  installing  fencing  on  the  Lease  Area;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Water  Department  has  determined,  and  completed  a  certification,  that 
the  project  described  by  the  proposed  agreement  is  categorically  exempt  from  the  requirements 
of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  terms  and  conditions  and 
authorizes  the  execution  of  that  certain  Lease  of  approximately  1,140  square  feet  of  land  to 
Alan  Bygdnes,  Richard  Bygdnes  and  Sally  Smith,  as  Lessee,  for  the  purpose  of  parking 
vehicles  and  installing  fencing  on  the  Lease  Area  located  in  San  Mateo  County,  as  set  forth  in 
the  Lease  of  certain  real  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Water  Department,  as  shown  on 
Exhibit  A,  commencing  on  August  1 ,  1 996  and  expiring  on  June  30,  2006  provided  that  the 
Lessee  shall  pay  an  initial  rental  of  $1 ,200.00  per  year  with  annual  (CPI)  adjustments;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  all  actions  authorized  by  this  resolution  and  heretofore 
taken  by  any  City  official  in  connection  with  such  Agreement  are  hereby  ratified,  approved  and 
confirmed  by  this  Commission;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  upon  approval  by  this  Commission,  the  General  Manager 
of  Public  Utilities  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  said  Lease. 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 


of 


AUGUST   I3  199fi 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


RUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSIOrM 

Crty  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0155 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  This  Commission  did  enter  into  Second  Partial  Settlement  Agreement  with  the 
Suburban  Purchasers;  and 

WHEREAS,  That  Agreement  provides,  in  part,  the  Commission  will  engage  Aqua  Sierra 
Controls,  Inc.  to  repair  and  calibrate  certain  county  line  meters;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  Attorney,  on  behalf  of  the  Commission,  executed  a  contract  with  Aqua 
Sierra  Controls,  Inc.  for  the  services  required;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Water  Department  now  wishes  to  work  order  funds  to  the  City  Attorney 
for  the  cost  of  the  contract;  and 

WHEP£AS,  Surplus  funds  from  1995-96  carry  forward  are  available  in  Object  053, 
Judgements  and  Claims,  in  the  Water  Department's  Operating  Budget;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Water  Department  wishes  to  reallocate  funds  from  Object  053  to  Object 
081,  Services  of  other  Departments;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  This  Commission  authorizes  the  General  Manager  of  Utilities  to  reallocate 
$100,000  from  Object  053,  Judgements  and  Claims,  to  Object  081,  Services  of  Other  Departments, 
in  the  Water  Department's  Operating  Budget. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 


k:\resoluti\si  e  rra.  res 


of 


AUGUST  131996 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


RESOLUTION  NO.  9  6-0156 


WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  through  its  PubUc  UtiUties  Commission, 
agreed  in  the  1984  Settlement  Agreement  and  Master  Water  Sales  Contract  to  provide  a  supply  of 
water  to  certain  suburban  purchasers,  and 

WHEREAS,  Section  7.04(b)  of  the  Contract  requires  the  City  to  give  its  consent  to  the 
expansion  of  the  service  area  of  a  suburban  purchaser;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  California  Water  Supply  Company  has  requested  the  City's 
acknowledgment  and  consent  to  the  acquisition  of  San  Mateo  Water  Works  District  #3  serving 
Palomar  Park  and  to  the  transfer  of  the  District's  share  of  the  supply  assurance  (0.094  mgd)  as 
provided  in  Section  7.02  (b)  of  the  Contract,  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  This  Commission  gives  its  acknowledgment  and  consent  to  the  acquisition  of 
San  Mateo  Water  District  #3  by  California  Water  Service  Company;  and  be  it  fijrther 

RESOLVED,  This  Commission  authorizes  the  General  Manager  of  Utilities  to  execute  an 
amendment  to  the  Individual  Contract  with  California  Water  Sen/ice  Company  revising  its  service 
territory,  increasing  its  share  of  the  supply  assurance  by  0.094  mgd,  and  indemnifying  the  City  against 
any  claims  arising  from  this  action. 


»^*-»BLIC^    UTILITIES  C^CI>IVlIVllSiSI<L3rs* 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0157 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  By  Resolution  No.  96-0041  of  February  27,  1996,  this  Commission  authorized  the 
General  Manager  to  issue  a  Request  for  Proposals  from  consultants  to  develop  a  scope  of  work  and  work 
plan  for  preparation  of  the  Water  Supply  Master  Plan  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $200,000  over  one  year;  and 

WHEREAS,  Clarification  of  the  tasks  included  in  Phase  1:  Scope  of  Work  and  Work  Plan 
Development,  and  the  expectation  of  cooperative  relationships  among  the  consultant,  PUC  and  Bay  Area 
Water  Users  Association  (BAWUA)  staff  and  members,  have  led  to  an  abbreviated  schedule  for  Phase  1 
of  five  months  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $200,000;  and 

WHEREAS,  To  ensure  strength  and  diversity  in  the  study  team  and  consistency  of  study  outcomes, 
PUC  staff  recommend  that  the  consultant  hired  to  perform  Phase  1  be  retained  to  complete  the  Water 
Supply  Master  Plan  at  the  discretion  of  this  Commission  upon  a)  the  consultant's  good  performance  and 
b)  successful  negotiations  for  work  in  a  subsequent  phase;  and 

WHEREAS,  Preparation  of  the  Water  Supply  Master  Plan  will  require  PUC  and  BAWUA  staff 
and  members,  in  cooperation  with  the  consultant,  to  compile  information  to  support  the  study,  participate 
in  the  development  of  goals  and  objectives,  review  and  comment  upon  consultant  work  products, 
participate  in  the  public  information  program,  and  evaluate  alternative  strategies  to  address  future  water 
needs;  and 

WHEREAS,  To  accomplish  master  plan  outcomes  on  schedule,  it  is  important  to  set  forth  the  roles 
and  responsibilities  for  the  partnership  between  the  City  and  BAWUA,  and  to  establish  a  framework  upon 
which  to  base  decisions  on  ownership,  financial  investment  and  institutional  responsibility  for  conservation 
measures,  resource  utilization  plans  and  capital  improvements  projects  resuhing  from  the  Water  Supply 
Master  Plan;  now,  therefore,  be  it 
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RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  authorizes  its  General  Manager  and  counsel  to  enter  into 
discussions  with  the  BAWUA  General  Manager  leading  to  development  of  a  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  (MOU)  for  joint  sponsorship  of  the  Water  Supply  Master  Plan,  and  to  present  the  MOU 
for  consideration  and  approval  by  the  Commission  upon  conclusion  of  the  negotiations. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its 


meeting  of 


AUGUST  1  3  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.  96-01  58 


WHEREAS,  On  May  10,  1996,  the  City  entered  into  a  stipulation  to  stay  until 
August  30,  1996,  the  case  of  Chevron  Pipe  Line  Company  v.  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco.  Alameda  County  Superior  Court  Action  No.  V  01  1383-8  to  facilitate 
settlement  discussions  between  the  parties;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  settlement  discussions  are  ongoing;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  General  Manager  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  and 
the  City  Attorney  recommended  that  the  stay  be  extended  for  two  weeks  to  allow 
settlement  discussions  to  continue;  now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  City  Attorney  is  authorized  to  stipulate  to  extend  the  stay  of 
the  above  case  until  September  13,  1996. 


chevron.res 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resohitiori  was  adopted  by  the  Public  UtiUties  Commission  at 
its  meeting  of 

 August  13,  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.  96-0159 


WHEREAS,  On  August  13,  1996,  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  met  in 
Executive  Session  to  consider  the  settlement  in  the  case  of  Santa  Clara  County  v.  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Santa  Clara  County  Superior  Court  Action  No.  CV- 
757163;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  proposed  settlement  called  for  Santa  Clara  County  to  pay  San 
Francisco  $1,250  for  a  soundwall  easement  on  San  Francisco's  property  in  Santa  Clara 
County  consisting  of  200  square  feet  along  the  Easterly  side  of  the  Lawrence 
Expressway;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  General  Manager  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  the 
Director  of  Property,  and  the  City  Attorney  recommended  the  settlement  be  approved; 
and 

WHEREAS,  After  due  consideration,  the  Commission  accepted  the  settlement; 
now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  above-described  settlement  is  accepted. 


staclara.res 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  at  its  meeting  of         .  . 

^  ^        AUGUST  1  3  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 
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Call  to  Order: 


1 :05  p.m. 


Present  -  President  E.  Dennis  Normandy,  Vice  President  Victor 
G.  Makras,  Commissioner  Marion  E.  Otsea.  Commissioner  Robert 
K.  Werbe 

Excused  -  Commissioner  Frank  L.  Cook 


Approval  of  Minutes 

There  were  no  minutes  submitted. 

Communications 

No  action  was  taken. 

Introduction  of  Old/Ongoing  Business  by  Commissioners 
There  was  no  old  or  ongoing  business  introduced. 


Introduction  of  New  Business  by  Commissioners 

Commissioner  Makras  stated  that  it  had  been  brought  to  his  attention  that  Chevron  had 
filed  a  quarterly  report  with  the  San  Francisco  Ethics  Commission  whereby  they  report 
lobbying  support  for  the  San  Antonio  pipeline  lease  with  the  PUC.  In  the  same  report 
Chevron  disclosed  contributions  made  to  current  members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
and  those  seeking  a  seat  on  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Commissioner  Makras 
requested  a  City  Attorney's  opinion  as  guidance  for  the  Commission  as  to  whether  the 
Commission  should  negotiate  with  Chevron. 

Commissioner  Makras  requested  that  staff  report  on  the  economic  impact  of  the  August 
10,  1996  power  failure  including  the  impact  on  other  City  departments  and  also  that 
staff  request  input  from  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  the  Small  Business 
Commission  regarding  the  effect  on  their  businesses. 
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Report  of  the  General  Manager 


Lawrence  T.  Klein.  General  Manager  of  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  and  Power,  reported  on 
the  status  of  the  wildfires  in  Tuolumne  County.  He  distributed  maps  showing  the 
location  of  the  fires  in  relationship  to  Hetch  Hetchy's  facilities.  He  stated  that  the  fire 
was  less  than  a  mile  from  the  dam;  and  that  Hetch  Hetchy  employees  were  assisting 
the  Park  Service  and  firefighters  and  serving  as  guides. 

President  Normandy  expressed  appreciation  for  the  assistance  Hetch  Hetchy 
personnel  is  giving  to  the  firefighting  effort. 

Anson  B.  Moran,  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities,  stated  that  staff  had  been 
monitoring  interest  rates  in  the  bond  market  in  regard  to  the  possibility  of  refunding 
some  of  the  department's  outstanding  bonds. 

Mr.  Moran  reported  that  staff  had  been  meeting  to  review  how  the  department  does  its 
contracting.  He  said  that  they  were  balancing  several  interests:  (1)  to  create 
opportunities  for  small  and  minority  businesses;  (2)  to  do  business  in  an  intelligent  and 
cost-effective  way;  and  (3)  to  get  the  work  done. 

Mr.  Moran  noted  that  the  capital  projects  report  had  been  distributed  to  the  Commission 
containing  data  through  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year,  June  30,  1 996.  It  does  not  include 
new  projects  or  new  money.  The  reports  will  be  reissued  when  the  accounting  system 
has  been  updated  with  new  balances.  A  reallocation  plan  will  be  presented  at  the 
September  24,  1996  meeting. 

Mr.  Moran  reported  that  the  public  hearing  to  amend  the  Rules  of  Order  had  been 
noticed  on  the  back  of  today's  agenda  for  September  10,  1996. 

On  motion  of  Commissioner  Otsea,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras,  the 
Commissioner  voted  unanimously  to  reschedule  the  public  hearing  to  September  24, 
1996. 

Presentation 

President  Normandy  presented  Commissioner  Otsea  with  a  framed  resolution 
expressing  the  Commission's  appreciation  of  her  tenure  as  President  of  the 
Commission. 


Public  Comments 

There  were  no  public  comments. 
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REGULAR  CALENDAR 


Public  Hearing  -  Revising  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department's  Rules  anH 
Regulations  Governing  Water  Services  to  Customers 

John  P.  Mullane.  General  Manager,  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  reported  that 
there  had  been  restrictions  on  waste  of  water  during  the  drought.  However,  when  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  rescinded  the  rate  schedules  it  also  rescinded  the  water 
restrictions  that  were  part  of  the  package.  Mr.  Mullane  reported  that  he  had  met  with 
various  tourism  and  restaurant  associations  who  did  not  object  to  this  proposal. 

Commissioner  Makras  inquired  about  the  savings  the  department  anticipates  from 
restaurants  not  serving  water  unless  it's  requested.  Mr.  Mullane  replied  that  three 
glasses  of  water  could  be  saved  by  not  serving  one  glass  of  water  but  there  is  no 
estimate  of  the  total  quantity  of  water  that  could  be  saved. 

Camille  Davis,  representing  the  California  Restaurant  Association,  said  that  while  they 
did  not  have  any  major  objections,  they  were  not  excited  about  the  new  rule.  They 
would  prefer  to  have  not  serving  water  unless  it  is  requested  a  voluntary  practice. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Otsea  to  adopt  Item  9; 
carried  (4-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Resolution  No.  96-0160;    Revising  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department's  Rules  and 

Regulations  Governing  Water  Services  to  Customers  to 
include  a  rule  listing  waste  of  water  restrictions;  and 
authorizing  the  Water  Department  to  establish  a  warning 
process  prior  to  termination  of  water  service  in  the  event  of 
noncompliance  with  the  restrictions. 


Presentation:  Report  on  the  development  of  a  consolidated  communications  plan. 

Timothy  Dayonot,  Manager  of  Government  and  Public  Affairs,  presented  a  report  on 
the  development  of  a  PUC  communications  plan  using  electronic  slides.  Mr.  Moran 
reported  that  the  Clean  Water  Program  has  a  public  information  group  that  has  done 
a  great  deal  of  work  in  working  with  communities  in  terms  of  public  information  and 
creating  internship  programs  for  people  in  the  community.  Those  resources  will  be 
folded  into  the  development  of  the  communications  plan. 
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Endors.ng  the  proposal  of  Friends  of  Sterling  Park  to  secure  a  grant  from  San 
hrancisco  Beautiful  for  various  renovations  to  Sterling  Park. 

Beverly  Mills,  representing  Friends  of  Sterling  Park  (a  group  of  neighbors  of  the  park 
who  are  affiliated  with  Russian  Hill  Neighbors),  stated  that  the  group  wanted  to  apply 
for  a  grant  of  $1 1 ,000  from  San  Francisco  Beautiful  to  renovate  Sterling  Park. 

Commissioner  Werbe  moved  to  continue  this  item  to  the  next  regular  meeting, 
seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras.  The  motion  to  continue  Item  1 1  carried  (4-0)  by 
unanimous  vote. 


Authorizing  execution  of  agreements  with  Baseline  Environmental,  Camp  Dresser  and 
McKee,  Inc.  and  Tetra  Tech/Olivia  Chen  Consultants.  Joint  Venture  for  as-needed 
environmental  engineering  services  for  a  total  not  to  exceed  $3.2  million. 

Steve  Ritchie,  Manager,  Bureau  of  System  Planning  and  Regulatory  Compliance, 
recommended  three  teams  for  as  needed  work. 

Commissioner  Werbe  expressed  concern  about  the  dollar  amount  for  this  work. 
Commissioner  Makras  suggested  reducing  the  dollar  amount  and  contracting  for  a  one 
year  period.  Commissioner  Otsea  pointed  out  that  the  department  needs  to  have  the 
ability  to  address  emergency  situations  and  respond  to  citations  from  regulatory 
agencies.  Staff  responded  to  questions  from  the  Commission. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Makras,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  to  amend  the 
resolution  to  authorize  a  total  spending  authority  of  $1 .2  million  over  a  two-year  period; 
carried  (4-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Resolution  No.  96-0161:    Authorizing  the  Manager  of  Systems  Planning  and 

Regulatory  Compliance  to  negotiate  and  execute 
agreements  with  Baseline  Environmental,  Camp  Dresser 
and  McKee,  Inc.  and  Tetra  Tech/Olivia  Chen  Consultants, 
Joint  Venture  to  provide  as-needed  environmental 
engineering  services  for  a  period  of  two  years  and  total 
spending  authority  not  to  exceed  $1.2  million. 

President  Normandy  stated  that  it  was  the  mutual  understanding  between  the 
Commission  and  staff  that  staff  may  request  an  increase  in  the  spending  authority 
when  the  approved  funds  have  been  depleted. 
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13. 


Report  on  the  status  of  progress  of  negotiations  among  Daly  City,  the  Olympic  Club 
IT  o  K,     i^^^r      ^^'^  ^^"^  Country  Club,  the  Lake  Merced  Golf  and  Country  Club  and 
the  Public  Utilities  Commission  regarding  the  use  of  recycled  water  for  qolf  course 
irrigation.  ^ 

Mr.  Ritchie  reported  that  there  had  been  progress  in  the  negotiations  but  not  as  fast  as 
staff  would  like.  The  estimated  date  for  implementation  is  the  1998  irrigation  season. 


The  meeting  was  recessed  from  3:01  P.M.  to  3:15  P.M. 


14.      Rejecting  the  bid  received  for  Hetch  Hetchy  Contract  No.  HH-841. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Makras,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Otsea  to  adopt  Item  14; 
carried  (4-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Resolution  No.  96-0162:    Rejecting  the  single  bid  received  for  Hetch  Hetchy  Contract 

No.  HH-841,  Hetch  Hetchy  Monitoring  Improvements-West; 
approving  the  revised  plans  and  specifications;  and 
authorizing  bid  call  for  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power 
Contract  No.  HH-841  R,  Hetch  Hetchy  Monitoring 
Improvements-West. 


Approving  the  final  plans  and  specifications  for  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
Contract  No.  WD-2192. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Otsea,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras  to  adopt  Item  15; 
carried  (4-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Resolution  No.  96-0163:    Approving  the  final  plans  and  specifications  for  San 

Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  No.  WD-2192,  16- 
Inch  Ductile  Iron  Main,  4-Inch  Ductile  Iron  Service  Pipe  and 
10-Inch  Steel  Pipe  Casing  Installation  in  John  Muir  Drive 
from  East  of  Skyline  Blvd.  to  West  of  Skyline  Blvd.;  and 
authorizing  the  Utilities  Engineering  Bureau  to  advertise  for 
bids. 
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CTPW933^^  Modification  H  to  the  Department  of  Public  Works  Contract  No. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Otsea.  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe  to  adopt  Item  16- 
carried  (4-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Resolution  No.  96-0164:    Approving  Contract  Modification  H  to  the  Department  of 

Public  Works  Contract  No.  CTPW933652601 ,  Richmond 
Transport  Storage  Facility  in  the  amount  of  $6,010,000; 
and  extending  the  period  of  performance  through  June  27 
1997. 


17.     Awarding  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  No.  WD-2207,  Bay  Division 
Pipelines  No.  1  and  2  Timber  Trestle  Repairs. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Makras,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe  to  adopt  Item  17; 
carried  (4-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Resolution  No.  96-0165:    Awarding  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  No. 

WD-2207,  Bay  Division  Pipelines  No.  1  and  2  Timber 
Trestle  Repairs  -  Contract  Two  of  Five,  to  the  lowest 
responsive  bidder,  San  Luis  Gonzaga/Ranger  Pipelines,  a 
joint  venture,  in  the  amount  of  $1,749,700.00;  and 
approving  the  transfer  of  $2,000,000  from  the  Santa  Clara 
Valley  Water  District  Emergency  Intertie  Project  to  this 
project. 


18.     Authorizing  bid  call  for  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  No.  WD-2206, 
Replace  Castlewood  Reservoir. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Makras,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe  to  adopt  Item  18; 
carried  (4-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Resolution  No.  96-0166:    Approving   the   final   plans   and   specifications  and 

authorizing  bid  call  for  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
Contract  No.  WD-2206,  Replace  Castlewood  Reservoir. 
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Authorizing   the    General    Manager   of   Public    Utilities   to   approve    Clean  Water 
construction  contract  change  orders. 

Mr.  Moran  stated  that  there  was  a  difference  in  the  way  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  does  its  contracting.  In  PUC  contracts  there  is  an  allowance  built  into  the 
contract  for  change  orders.  DPW  does  not  do  that.  If  change  orders  are  required,  they 
amend  the  contract  which  only  requires  the  department  head's  signature.  During  the 
transition,  it  is  staff's  intent  to  bring  those  items  to  the  Commission.  There  are  some 
circumstances  where  time  may  not  allow  for  Commission  action.  This  resolution  would 
authorize  staff  to  act  in  those  cases  during  the  transition  period.  Mr.  Moran  stated  that 
staff  would  compare  the  DPW  procedure  with  the  PUC  procedure  as  part  of  the  review 
of  our  contracting  procedures. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Makras,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Otsea  to  adopt  Item  19; 
carried  (4-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Resolution  No.  96-0167:    Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

approve  Clean  Water  construction  contract  change  orders 
that  are  within  the  budget  and  scope  of  existing  contracts, 
retroactive  to  August  1,  1996  and  through  November  27 
1996. 


20.     Awarding  Department  of  Public  Works  Contract  Specification  No.  6770SA,  Various 
Locations  -  Spot  Sewer  Repairs. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras  to  adopt  Item  20; 
carried  (4-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Resolution  No.  96-0168;    Awarding    Department    of    Public    Works  Contract 

Specification  No.  6770SA,  Various  Locations  -  Spot  Sewer 
Repairs,  in  the  amount  of  $578,050  to  Miller/Thompson 
Constructors,  Inc.  as  the  lowest  responsive  bidder. 


21.     Authorizing  a  permit  with  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  (PGE-595-96)  to  install 
one  4"  underground  electrical  conduit. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Otsea  to  adopt  Item  21; 
carried  (4-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Resolution  No.  96-0169:    Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

execute  a  permit  with  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company 
(PGE-595-96)  to  install  one  4"  underground  electrical 
conduit  within  a  portion  of  Parcel  156  of  Bay  Division 
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Pipeline  Nos.  3  a,  mJ  a  r  ,yHt-of-way .  located  in  Sunnyvale 

Santa  Clara  County  commencing  upon  approval  of  the 
Commission  provided  that  Permittee  pays  $1,500  permit 
processing  fee,  $350  inspection  cost  and  $840  annual  use 
fee  with  annual  CPI  adjustments. 


22.      Authorizing  a  permit  with  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  {PGE-596-96)  for 
rehabilitation  of  existing  22"  natural  gas  pipeline. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Otsea  to  adopt  Item  22- 
carried  (4-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Resolution  No.  96-0170:    Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

execute  a  permit  with  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company 
(PGE-596-96)  for  rehabilitation  of  existing  22"  natural  gas 
pipeline  within  a  portion  of  Parcel  245B  of  Bay  Division 
Pipeline  Nos.  3  and  4  right-of-way  located  in  Palo  Alto, 
Santa  Clara  County  commencing  upon  approval  of  the 
Commission  provided  that  Permittee  pays  $1,500  permit 
processing  fee,  $4,500  inspection  cost  and  $2,500  use  fee. 


The  Commission  took  the  agenda  out  of  order.  Item  numbers  23  and  24  were  discussed  after 
the  closed  session. 


CLOSED  SESSION 


25.      Public  Comments  on  matters  to  be  discussed  in  Closed  Session. 
There  were  none. 


Commissioner  Otsea  was  excused  at  3:40  p.m. 


The  Public  Utilities  Commission  met  in  Closed  Session  from  3:40  P.M.  to  5:15  P.M.  to  discuss 
the  following  matters: 
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Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54956.9(a). 
Existing  Litigation:        Chevron  v.  CCSF,  and  CCSF  v.  Standard,  et.al.  (Chevron). 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Makras,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Werbe  to  adopt  the 
following  resolution;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Resolution  No.  96-0173;        Requesting  the  City  Attorney  to  proceed  v^ith  legal 

actions  to  seek  to  remove  the  Chevron  pipeline  from 
San  Francisco  Water  Department  property. 


Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54956.9(b)(c); 

Anticipated  Litigation:  As  Plaintiff  and  as  Defendant 

Regarding  500+  acres  of  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
property  on  Bernal  Avenue  in  Alameda  County. 

No  action  was  taken. 


Conference  with  Real  Property  Negotiator  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section 
54956.8: 


Property: 


Parties  Negotiating: 
Lessee: 

Under  Negotiation: 


A  portion  of  Parcel  1 1  of  former  Municipal  Railway  right  of  way 

between  San  Mateo  Avenue  and  Sylvan  Avenue,  San  Bruno, 

California 

Dowd/Lymburn 

Artichoke  Joe's 

Price  and  Terms 


No  action  was  taken. 


Conference  with  Real  Property  Negotiator  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section 
54956.8: 


Property:  Right-of-way  property  in  Colma  and  South  San  Francisco 

Parties  Negotiating:  Dowd 

Lessee:  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 

Under  Negotiation:  Terms 

No  action  was  taken. 
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S^gse's """^  ^'^^  ^'^^^"^^  Negotiator  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  SecUon 

Property;  Various  watershed  lands  in  Alameda  and  San  Mateo  Counties 

Parties  Negotiating:  Cohen/Dowd 

Lessee:  Cellular  Communications  Companies 

Under  Negotiation:  Terms 

No  action  was  taken. 


Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54956.9(a): 
Existing  Litigation:       CCSF  vs.  San  Mateo  County  and  Alameda  County 
No  action  was  taken. 

Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54956.9(a): 

Existing  Litigation:       Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  (FERC)  and  Bay 

Delta. 

No  action  was  taken. 

Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54956. 9(b)(c): 

Existing  Litigation:     San  Joaquin  Tributaries  Association  vs.  State  Water  Resources 

Control  Board. 

By  common  consent  the  following  resolution  was  adopted  (3-0): 

Resolution  No.  96-0174:        Authorizing  the  City  Attorney  and  the  General  Manager 

of  Public  Utilities  to  take  actions  consistent  with  the 
Commission's  objectives  regarding  this  litigation. 


96-191 


Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54956. 9(b)(c). 
As  Plaintiff 

Regarding  pipeline  break. 


35.      Conference  with  Legal  Counsel  -  Pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54956.9(b)(c): 
Anticipated  Litigation:  As  Plaintiff  -  one  case. 
Item  35  was  removed  from  the  agenda. 


36.     Announcement  following  Closed  Session. 

Romaine  A.  Boldhdge,  Commission  Secretary,  announced  the  actions  taken  by  the 
Commission  during  the  Closed  Session. 


Motion  regarding  whether  to  disclose  the  discussions  during  Closed  Session. 

Commissioner  Werbe  moved,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras,  not  to  disclose  the 
discussion  during  the  Closed  Session;  carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 


23.     Authorizing  permits  with  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District  (BART)  to  gain  access  to 
property  under  the  Commission's  jurisdiction. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras  to  adopt  Item  23; 
carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 

Resolution  No.  96-0171:        Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

execute  permits  with  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 
(BART)  to  gain  access  to  property  under  the 
Commission's  jurisdiction  located  in  Colma  and  South 
San  Francisco  to  conduct  various  engineering  studies 
in  conjunction  with  the  BART  SFO  Airport  Extension 
Project  provided  that  BART  shall  reimburse  PUC  for  any 
and  all  costs  associated  with  permit  preparation,  plan 
review  and  inspection  of  work  permitted  therein. 


34.        Conference  with  Legal 
Anticipated  Litigation: 

No  action  was  taken. 


96-192 


Author/Zing  permits  to  wireless  communication  companies  to  gain  access  to  Water 
Department  property. 

Moved  by  Commissioner  Werbe.  seconded  by  Commissioner  Makras  to  adopt  Item  24 
carried  (3-0)  by  unanimous  vote. 


Resolution  No.  96-0172:        Authorizing  the  General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities  to 

execute  permits  to  wireless  communication  companies 
to  gain  access  to  Water  Department  property  to  conduct 
radio  tests  and  identify  potential  sites  for  wireless 
communications  antennae,  provided  such  companies 
shall  reimburse  the  PUC  for  all  costs  associated  with 
permit  preparation  and  staff  escort  services  utilized  to 
gain  access  to  specific  sites. 


Thereupon  the  meeting  was  adjourned:  5:20  P.M. 


Romaine  A.  Boldridge  / 
Commission  Secretary 


96-193 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

96-0160 

RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  The  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  is  committed  to  wise  water  use- 

and 

WHEREAS,  The  citizens  of  San  Francisco  are  also  committed  to  wise  water  use  and  when 
they  see  excessive  water  use,  will  call  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  requestmg  some  type  of 
corrective  action;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  San  Francisco  Water  Department's  procedures  are  set  by  the  Public 
Utilities  Commission  as  set  forth  in  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department's  Rules  and  Regulations 
Governing  Water  Services  to  Customers;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Public  Utilities  Commission  wishes  to  work  cooperatively  with  the  citizens 
of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  encourage  water  efficiency;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  This  Commission  hereby  revises  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department's  Rules 
and  Reaxilations  Governing  Water  Services  to  Customers;  to  include  a  rule  that  the  following  will  be 
considered  violations  of  the  Department's  Water  Use  Restrictions:  (1)  water  waste,  including  but 
not  limited  to,  any  flooding  or  runoff  into  the  street,  sidewalk  or  gutter;  (2)  using  hoses  for  any 
purpose  without  a  positive  shut-off  valve;  (3)  serving  water  at  a  restaurant  without  waiting  for  a 
request  by  a  customer  or  customers;  (4)  use  of  potable  water  for  consolidation  of  backfill,  dust 
control  or  other  non-essential  construction  purposes  if  groundwater  or  reclaimed  water  is  available 
and  approved  by  the  Department  of  Health;  and  (5)  use  of  single-pass  cooling  systems,  fountains  and 
commercial  car  washes;  and  therefore,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  the  rule  will  authorize  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  to 
give  to  its  customers  a  series  of  warnings  in  the  event  of  noncompliance  with  the  waste  of  water 
restrictions  and  allow  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  to  have  the  ability  to  shut  off  water 
service  in  the  event  of  noncompliance. 
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/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

of  AUGUST   2  7  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.  96-0161 


WHEREAS,  This  Commission  adopted  Resolution  No.  96-0115  on  May  28,  1996 
authorizing  the  SPARC  Manager  to  request  proposals  from  interested  firms  to  provide  as- 
needed  environmental  engineering  services  to  the  PUC  for  a  two  year  period;  and 

WHEREAS,  In  response  to  the  request,  twelve  firms  submitted  proposals  which  were 
thoroughly  evaluated  in  accordance  with  PUC  procedures  by  a  consultant  selection 
committee;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  consultant  selection  committee  has  recommended  that  the  SPARC 
Manager  negotiate  contracts  with  the  three  firms  that  received  top  ranking  in  the  selection 
process,  Baseline  Environmental  Consulting,  Camp  Dresser  and  McKee,  Inc.  and  Tetra 
Tech/Olivia  Chen  Consultants,  Joint  Venture;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Commission  has  authorized  a  total  spending  authority  of  $1.2  million 
over  two  years  for  these  needs  and  the  PUC  budget  for  fiscal  year  96/97  includes  initial 
funding  for  as-needed  consultants;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  authorizes  the  Manager  of  Systems 
Planning  and  Regulatory  Compliance  to  negotiate  and  execute  agreements  with  Baseline 
Environmental,  Camp  Dresser  and  McKee,  Inc.  and  Tetra  Tech/  Olivia  Chen  Consultants, 
Joint  Venture  to  provide  as-needed  environmental  engineering  services  for  a  period  of  two 
years  and  total  spending  authority  not  to  exceed  $1.2  million. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at 
its  meeting  of 

AUGUST  2  7  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.  v  ^  v  ^ 


WHEREAS,  Under  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power  Contract  No.  HH-841,  Hetch  Hetchy 
Monitoring  Improvements  -  West,  the  City  desires  to  expand  the  coverage  of  Hetch  Hetchy  Water 
&  Power's  existing  Supervisory  Control  And  Data  Acquisition  (SCADA)  system  to  accommodate 
facility  security  and  operating  parameter  monitoring;  and 

WHEREAS,  A  single  bid  was  received  on  July  17,  1996,  from  Kingston  Constructors 
Inc.,  in  the  amount  of  $939,000,  which  was  substantially  more  than  the  Engineer's  Estimate  of 
$475,000;  and 


WHEREAS,  The  Engineer's  Estimate  was  revised  to  $685,000  to  better  reflect  the 
complexity  of  the  work;  and 

WHEREAS,  An  attempt  to  negotiate  a  mutually  acceptable  contract  with  the  single  bidder 
has  not  been  successful;  now,  therefore,  be  it 


RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  rejects  the  single  bid  received  on  July  17, 
1996,  for  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power  Contract  No.  HH-841,  Hetch  Hetchy  Monitoring 
Improvements  -  West;  and,  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  revised  plans  and  specifications 
as  prepared  and  recommended  by  staff,  and  hereby  authorizes  bid  call  for  Hetch  Hetchy  Water 
&  Power  Contract  No.  HH-841R,  Hetch  Hetchy  Monitoring  Improvements  -  West. 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

 AUGUST  27  1996  


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commissi 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.      9  6  -  0  1  G  3 


WHEREAS,  The  San  Francisco  Water  Department  has  a  continuing  Feeder  Main  Program 
which  includes  the  construction  of  ductile  iron  feeder  mains  (12-  inches  and  over  in  diameter)  to 
reduce  the  water  distribution  system's  vulnerability  to  future  earthquakes,  provide  better  flow  and 
pressure,  and  improve  water  supply;  and 

WHEREAS,  Plans  and  Specifications  have  been  completed  for  San  Francisco  Water 
Department  Contract  WD-2192,  16-Inch  (405mm)  Ductile  Iron  Main,  4-Inch  (100mm)  Ductile  Iron 
Service  Pipe  and  10-Inch  (250mm)  Steel  Pipe  Casing  Installation  in  John  Muir  Drive  from  East  of 
Skyline  Blvd.  to  West  of  Skyline  Blvd.,  which  Contract  is  an  integral  part  of  the  Water  Department's 
Feeder  Main  Program;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Department  of  City  Planning  Office  of  Environmental  Review  has 
determined  that  the  Feeder  Main  Program  is  categorically  exempt  from  environmental  review  as  a 
Class  1(b)  Project  under  the  State  Guidelines  implementing  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act; 
and 

WHEREAS,  Funds  for  said  Contract  are  under  the  multi-year  capital  project  CUW-850-11, 
Index  Code  5085 1 1,  Construct  Feeder  Mains;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  final  plans  and  specifications  for  San 
Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  No.  WD-2192,  16-Inch  (405mm)  Ductile  Iron  Main,  4-Inch 
(100mm)  Ductile  Iron  Service  Pipe  and  10-Inch  (250mm)  Steel  Pipe  Casing  Installation  in  John  Muir 
Drive  from  East  of  Skyline  Blvd  to  West  of  Skyline  Blvd.,  and  authorizes  the  Utilities  Engineering 
Bureau  to  advertise  for  bids  for  said  Contract. 


!  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 

of  AUGUST   27  1996  


Secretary. 


iry.  Public  Utilities  CommissiorF 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.    0  6-0164 


WHEREAS,  On  December  11,  1996,  the  Director  of  Public  Works  declared  an  emergency 
to  exist  m  the  Seacliff  district  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  due  to  earth  movement 
caused  by  rainstorm;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Director  of  Public  Works  ordered  all  necessary  measures  be  taken  to 
protect  the  health,  welfare,  safety  and  property  of  the  citizens  of  San  Francisco;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Department  or  Public  Works  Bureau  of  Engineering  directed  its 
contractor,  Shank/Balfour  Beatty,  to  undertake  sewer  repair,  slope  stabilization  and 
reconstruction  activities  under  its  existing  contract  for  the  Richmond  Transport  Storage  Facility; 
and 

WHEREAS,  The  Board  of  Supervisors  has  appropriated  $12,040,000  of  Clean  Water 
Enterprise  revenue  bond  and  operating  fund  revenues  to  fund  the  Seacliff  emergency  work  and 
the  24th  Avenue  sewer  and  slope  reconstruction;  now  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  Contract  Modification  H  in  the 
amount  of  $6,010,000  to  Department  of  Public  Works  Contract  No.  CTPW933652601 , 
Richmond  Transport  Storage  Facility,  and  extension  of  the  period  of  performance  under  the 
contract  through  June  27,  1997. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resohitiou  was  adopted  by  the  PubUc  Utilities  Commission  at 
its  meeting  of  'IGUST    2  7  19P^ 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.  96-0165 


WHEREAS,  On  July  18,  1996,  five  bids  were  received  for  San  Francisco  Water 
Department  Contract  WD-2207,  Bay  Division  Pipelines  Nos.  1  &  2,  Timber  Trestle  Repair 
Contract  2  of  5,  and  San  Luis  Gonzaga/Ranger  Pipelines  JA/  was  the  lowest  responsive 
bidder  in  the  amount  of  $1 ,749,700.00;  and. 

WHEREAS,  The  PUC  Office  of  Contract  Compliance  recommends  that  award  be 
made  to  San  Luis  Gonzaga/Ranger  Pipelines  JA/;  and, 

WHEREAS  Funding  in  the  amount  of  $2,000,000  is  needed  to  award  the  contract 
and  fund  construction  management  and  support  salaries;  and 

WHEREAS,  Funding  is  available  in  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District  Intertie 
project;  now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  approves  the  transfer  of  $1 ,000,000  from  CUW 
131,  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  Disthct  Intertie  project,  Famis  Index  Code  501311  to 
San  Francisco  Water  Department  project  CUW119,  Bay  Division  Pipelines  Nos.  1  &  2, 
Timber  Trestle  Repair--  Contract  2  of  5,  Famis  Index  Code  521191;  and,  be  it  further ' 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  approves  the  transfer  of  $900,000  from 
CUW104,  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District  Intertie  project,  Famis  Index  Code 
501041  to  San  Francisco  Water  Department  project  CUW119,  Bay  Division  Pipelines 
Nos.  1  &  2,  Timber  Trestle  Repair  ~  Contract  2  of  5,  Famis  Index  Code  521 1 91 ;  and,  be  it 
further 


RESOLVED  That  this  Commission  approves  the  transfer  of  $100,000  from  CUW 
104,  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  Distnct  Intertie  project,  Famis  Index  Code  521041  to 
San  Francisco  Water  Department  project  CUW119,  Bay  Division  Pipelines  Nos.  1  &  2, 
Timber  Trestle  Repair  ~  Contract  2  of  5,  Famis  Index  Code  521 1 91 ;  and,  be  it  further ' 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  awards  Contract  WD-2207,  San  Francisco 
Water  Department  project  CUW1 1 9,  Bay  Division  Pipelines  Nos.  1  &  2,  Timber  Trestle 
Repair  --  Contract  2  of  5,  to  San  Luis  Gonzaga/Ranger  Pipelines  J/V,  in  the  amount  of 
$1,749,700.00. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resohdion  was  adopted  by  the  PtdbUc  Utilities  Commission  at 
its  meeting  of 

'AUGUST  27  1996 


Secretary,  Pubhc  UtiUties  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.  9  6  "  0  1  G  6 


WHEREAS,  Under  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  Contract  No. 
WD-2206,  Replace  Castlewood  Reservoir,  the  existing  Castlewood  Reservoir  will 
be  replaced  with  a  two-chamber  concrete  reservoir;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Department  of  City  Planning  has  determined  this  project 
to  be  categorically  exempt  from  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  and 
State  Guidelines  under  Classes  2,  2(c),  11;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  final  plans  and 
specifications  and  authorizes  bid  call  for  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
Contract  No.  WD-2206,  Replace  Castlewood  Reservoir. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  fore  going  resobdion  was  adopted  by  the  PubUc  Utilities  Commission  at 
its  meeting  of 

AUGUST  2  7  1996 


Secretary,  PubUc  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.  96-0  1  67 


WHEREAS,  On  August  K  the  Clean  Water  Enterprise  officially  became  the 
responsibility  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission;  and 

WHEREAS,  DPW  will  continue  to  provide  Clean  Water  Enterprise  management, 
support  and  administi  ative  services  to  the  PUC  until  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year,  as  set  forth 
in  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement  and  in  accordance  with  the  transition  plan;  and 

WHEREAS,  In  order  to  minimize  disruption  to  the  operation  of  the  Clean  Water 
Enterprise  during  the  transition  period  and  at  the  same  time  provide  some  consistency 
with  PUC's  policies  and  procedures;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  authorizes  the  PUC  General  Manager  to 
approve  all  Clean  Water  construction  contract  change  orders  that  are  withm  the  scope  of 
existing  contracts  and  do  not  exceed  the  approved  contingency  amount  of  the  contract. 
This  authorization  is  retroactive  to  August  1,  1996  and  will  remam  in  effect  through 
November  27,  1996. 


cleanwtr.res 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resohition  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  at  its  meeting  of 

 August  27,  1996  


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


X-Jifa«_iirg-'  i_i  rTg_i'  ■  im-a.  ^.^Bmi^jn^mj^ 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


96-0168 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  On  May  29,  1996  the  Director  of  Public  Works  approved  the  plans  and 
specifications  and  authorized  advertising  for  DPW  Bureau  of  Street  and  Sewer  Repair  Specification  No. 
6770SA;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Contract  was  advertised  on  May  31,  1996;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Work  to  be  undertaken  will  be  by  Miller/Thompson  Constructors  Inc.  to  provide 
the  Bureau  of  Street  &  Sewer  Repair  with  contingency-based  sewer  construction  services  to  repair 
damaged  sewers;  and 

WHEREAS,  Staff  review  of  the  bids  for  responsiveness  and  appHcation  of  bid  preferences  resuhs 
in  the  low  bidder  being  deemed  by  DPW,  PUC  and  HRC  staff  to  be  the  lowest  responsive  bidder;  now 
therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  this  Commission  hereby  awards  Department  of  Public  Works  Contract 
Specification  No.  6770SA,  Various  locations  -  Spot  Sewer  Repairs  Contract  in  the  amount  of  $578,050  to 
Miller/Thompson  Constructors  Inc.  as  the  lowest  responsive  bidder. 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at 


its  meeting  of 


AUGUST  27  1996 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO.  9  6  -  0  1  C  9 


WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  certain  real  property  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  in  Santa  Clara  County;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  has  requested  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  for  installing  one  separate  electncal  conduit  underground  pipeline  in  the  Permit 
Area;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Water  Department  has  determined,  and  completed  a  certification,  that 
the  project  described  by  the  proposed  permit  is  categorically  exempt  from  the  requirements  of 
the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  terms  and  conditions  and 
authorizes  the  execution  of  that  certain  Permit  (PGE-595-96)  to  Pacific  Gas  and  Electnc 
Company,  as  Permittee,  for  the  purpose  of  installing  one  separate  electrical  conduit  under- 
ground pipeline  within  the  Permit  Area  located  in  Sunnyvale,  Santa  Clara  County,  as  set  forth  in 
the  Permit  of  certain  real  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Water  Department,  as  shown  on 
Exhibit  A-1 ,  commencing  upon  authorization  and  approval  of  said  permit  by  Commission  and 
expiring  upon  oral  or  written  notice  from  City  revoking  this  Permit  provided  that  the  Permittee 
shall  pay  a  $1,500.00  permit  processing  fee,  $350.00  inspection  cost  and  $840.00  annual  use 
fee  with  annual  (CPI)  adjustments;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  all  actions  authorized  by  this  resolution  and  heretofore 
taken  by  any  City  official  in  connection  with  such  Agreement  area  hereby  ratified,  approved  and 
confirmed  by  this  Commission;  and  be 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  upon  approval  by  this  Commission,  the  General  Manager 
of  Public  Utilities  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  said  Permit. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at 
its  meeting  of 

AUGUST  27 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

96-0^  70 

RESOLUTION  NO.  o  v     v  ^  .  ^/ 


WHEREAS,  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  certain  real  property  under  the 
junsdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  in  Santa  Clara  County;  and 


WHEREAS,  The  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  has  requested  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  for  rehabilitation  of  existing  22"  <\)  natural  gas  pipeline  in  the  Permit  Area;  and 


WHEREAS,  The  Water  Department  has  determined,  and  completed  a  certification,  that  the 
project  described  by  the  proposed  permit  is  categorically  exempt  from  the  requirements 
of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act;  now,  therefore,  be  it 


RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  approves  the  terms  and  conditions  and 
authorizes  the  execution  of  that  certain  Permit  (PGE-596-96)  to  Pacific  Gas  and  Electnc 
Company,  as  Permittee,  for  the  purpose  of  rehabilitating  of  existing  22"  $  natural  gas 
pipeline  within  the  Permit  Area  located  in  Palo  Alto,  Santa  Clara  County,  as  set  forth  in  the 
Permit  of  certain  real  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Water  Department, 
commencing  upon  authorization  and  approval  of  said  permit  by  Commission  and  expinng 
upon  oral  or  written  notice  from  City  revoking  this  Permit  provided  that  the  Permittee  shall 
pay  a  $1 ,500.00  permit  processing  fee,  $4,500.00  inspection  cost  and  $2,500.00  use  fee; 
and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  all  actions  authorized  by  this  resolution  and  heretofore  taken 
by  any  City  official  in  connection  with  such  Agreement  area  hereby  ratified,  approved  and 
confirmed  by  this  Commission;  and  be 


FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  upon  approval  by  this  Commission,  the  General  Manager 
of  Public  Utilities  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  said  Permit. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resohition  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 


of 


AUGUST   27  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO  96-0171 


RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  authohzes  the  General  Manager  of  Public 
Utilities  to  issue  and  execute  permits  to  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  Disthct  (BART)  as  well  as  their 
contractors  and  consultants  to  gain  access  to  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Commission 
as  shown  on  the  attached  Exhibit  A  to  conduct  various  engineering  studies  inconjunction  with 
the  BART  SFO  Airport  Extension  Project;  provided  that  BART  shall  reimburse  the  SFPUC  for 
any  and  all  costs  associated  with  permit  preparation,  plan  review,  and  inspection  of  work 
permitted  therein. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  PubUc  Utilities  Commission  at 
Its  meeting  of 

AUGUST,  27  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

RESOLUTION  NO  96-0172 


RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  hereby  authorizes  the  General  Manager  of  Public 
Utilities  to  issue  and  execute  permits  to  wireless  communication  companies  to  gain  access  to 
property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Commission  for  the  sole  purpose  of  conducting  radio  tests 
and  identifying  potential  sites  for  wireless  communications  antennae;  provided  such  companies 
shall  reimburse  the  SFPUC  for  any  and  all  costs  associated  with  permit  preparation  and  staff 
escort  services  utilized  to  gain  access  to  specific  sites. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at 
Its  meeting  of 

AUGUST  2  7  1996 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


RESOLUTION  No. 


96-0173 


WHEREAS,  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  owns  watershed  property  adjacent  to 
San  Antonio  Reservoir,  upon  which  property  traverses  a  pipeline  owned  by  Chevron  Pipe  Line 
Company  ("Chevron");  and 

WHEREAS,  Chevron  has  filed  a  condemnation  action  against  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  ("City")  to  acquire  the  right  of  way  over  which  the  pipeline  passes  fChevron  Pipe 
Line  Company  v.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Alameda  County  Superior  Court  No.V- 
011383-8);  and 

WHEREAS,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  ("Commission")  has  been 
involved  in  discussions  with  Chevron  relative  to  possible  mitigation  measures  to  protect  the  San 
Antonio  Reservoir  and  other  water  sources  from  any  incidents  involving  the  pipeline  which 
could  degrade  water  quality;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Commission  no  longer  desires  to  continue  discussions  with  Chevron 
regarding  the  pipeline,  but  rather  wishes  to  proceed  with  the  condemnation  action  and  to  seek  to 
remove  the  pipeline  from  the  San  Antonio  watershed;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  requests  the  City  Attorney  to  proceed  with  any 
actions  necessary  to  remove  the  Chevron  pipeline  from  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
property. 


/  hereby  certify  /, 


of. 


'solution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meeting 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 
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PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
RESOLUTION  No.  96-0174 


WHEREAS,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  on  behalf  of  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission,  is  an  Intervenor  in  the  litigation  known  as  San  Joaquin  Tributaries  Association,  et 
al.  V.  State  Water  Resources  Control  Roard  Sacramento  County  Superior  Court  No  95-CS- 
01432; and 

WHEREAS,  there  appears  to  be  a  reasonable  chance  of  settling  this  case  upon  terms 
acceptable  to  the  Commission,  such  that  the  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board  will  proceed 
with  a  formal  re-evaluation  of  the  so-called  "Vemalis  standard"  within  three  years  of  the 
adoption  of  the  Water  Quality  Control  Plan  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the  Bay-Delta 
Accord  ;  and 

WHEREAS,  it  appears  that  agencies  of  the  State  of  Califomia  and  the  United  States 
Government  will  be  proceeding  with  studies  hopefully  leading  to  the  installation  of  a  barrier  at 
the  head  of  Old  River  and  possibly  other  barriers  in  the  south  Delta  area;  and 

WHEREAS,  in  the  event  that  the  General  Manager  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission 
and  the  City  Attorney  determine  that  the  proposed  terms  of  the  settlement  are  acceptable, 
consistent  with  the  Commission's  goal,  the  Commission  agrees  that  the  City  should  withdraw 
from  the  litigation  if  the  other  water  agencies  which  commenced  this  litigation  also  withdraw, 
provided  that  the  litigation  is  dismissed  "without  prejudice"  to  being  refiled  in  the  future  in  the 
event  that  the  Commission's  objectives  are  not  met ;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  requests  the  City  Attorney  and  General  Manager  to 
continue  with  settlement  discussions  relative  to  the  referenced  litigation  and  to  attempt  to  obtain 
a  settlement  consistent  with  the  Commission's  objectives;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  in  the  event  that  settlement  is  obtained,  that  the  City 
Attorney  take  those  actions  necessary  to  withdraw  from  the  litigation  consistent  with  this 
Resolution. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  at  its  meetins 

of  AUGUST   2  7  1996  ^ 


Secretary,  Public  Utilities  Commission 
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